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ABSTRACT 
 
The provision of adequate housing is an important part of government‟s commitment 
towards providing a better quality of life to the people of South Africa. Housing 
delivery is, however, not taking place to the extent and speed that will eliminate the 
backlog in housing delivery. The researcher aims to (i) evaluate and investigate the 
reasons why housing delivery at municipal level is slow, (ii) discuss the effect of 
inefficient implementation on delivery, (iii) examine the influence of the lack of 
infrastructure and the lack of skilled municipal officials and employees of 
construction organisations and the processes followed to make a success of housing 
delivery. 
 
Chapter 2, Section 26(1), Act 108 0f 1996 of the Constitution of South Africa states 
that everyone has the right to have access to adequate housing. This places an 
obligation on government to provide adequate housing to all citizens, within the 
restriction of available resources. The lack of land hampers the speed at which 
municipalities can deliver low-income housing. Housing and basic infrastructure 
(water, sewer and roads) form an integral part of the governments commitment to 
reduce poverty and improve the quality of life of South Africans. The fact that 
municipalities do not have capacity to address housing delivery and the fact that 
most artisans are near retirement age also influence the rate that houses can be 
delivered. Adequate housing processes are needed for housing delivery to take 
place, without it government will not succeed in delivering adequate housing. 
 
The results of the survey and the literature review confirm that housing delivery at 
municipality level is slow, that municipal officials need training and more employees 
to insure that housing delivery improves. The results also show the importance of 
infrastructure and land, the importance of implementing housing policies and 
processes adequately.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
THE PROBLEM AND SETTING 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
With the advent of the new government in 1994, South Africa faced a shortage of 
housing for those disadvantaged under the preceding Apartheid system. There was an 
expectation amongst previously disadvantaged South Africans that they will have 
houses within a short period after the first democratic elections in April 1994. However, 
the government objective of building 350 000 houses a year, for the first five years, to 
address the backlog and the demand of houses did not materialise.  
 
Thirteen years later people are still protesting against slow housing delivery, and poor 
services. This prompted the researcher to investigate the slow delivery of housing at 
municipal level in South Africa. 
 
1.2 THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM  
 
According to Huysamen (1994:2), the first concrete step in the scientific research 
process is to clearly prepare the particular problem that needs to be examined. Leedy 
and Ormrod (2005:43) state that the heart of every research project is the problem. It is 
vital to the success of the research process, to see the problem with staunch clarity and 
to state it in precise and unmistakable terms. 
 
1.2.1 Main problem 
 
The Constitution, Act 108 of 1996, Chapter 2, section 26(1) of the Republic of South 
Africa states that everyone has the right to have access to adequate housing. This 
places  an obligation on government to provide adequate housing to everyone in South 
Africa, on a progressive basis within the limit of available resources as per the court 
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judgment in the Government of the Republic of South Africa, and Others versus 
Grootboom and Others on 4 October 2000, Case Number CCT 11/2000 (the 
Grootboom Case).  
 
The White Paper on Housing of  1994, under the heading „Housing as a Basic Human 
Right‟, also states that government has a duty to take steps, and create conditions 
which will lead to the effective realization of the right to housing for all (NDoH, 1994:22). 
 
Housing and basic infrastructure (water, sewer and roads) form an integral part of the 
government‟s commitment to reduce poverty and to improve the quality of life of its 
citizens. This is also one of the biggest challenges facing local governments where an 
important shift is taking place towards developmental governance in this sphere of 
government. The increasing financial pressures on local government, the struggle to 
maintain public services, the emergence of new areas of concern, such as employment 
and economic development, and increasing partisanship in local politics, are all creating 
new strains and at the same time opening up new possibilities (Malpass & Murie, 1990). 
It is at this level of government that close and trusting relationships have to be built 
between municipalities, individuals, interest groups and whole communities (Mathye, 
2002:v). 
 
In the light of the economic reality that local governments face, namely the growing 
needs and the limited resources with which to address these needs, special efforts will 
have to be made to address the issue of slow housing delivery. The problem statement 
can therefore be framed as follows: 
 
Government does not fulfil its obligations to provide adequate housing to all it 
citizens, as stated in the Constitution and Housing Code, because housing 
delivery at municipal level is too slow. 
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1.2.2 Sub-problems 
 
Four sub-problems support the problem statement above. The researcher will address 
these in his attempt to solve the main problem. These sub-problems are: 
 
 Lack of land and infrastructure, and how it influences housing delivery; 
 inadequate policy development and implementation;  
 the lack of capacity in municipalities and construction organisations,  
 Inadequate housing processes. 
 
It is clear that there are a lot more problems contributing to slow delivery of low-income 
housing.  The scope of the treatise does not allow the researcher to study all of them, 
and for this reason the study will only concentrate on the above four sub-problems that 
appear to be main reasons for the slow delivery. 
 
1.3 THE STATEMENT OF THE HYPOTHESIS 
 
1.3.1 Main hypothesis 
 
Bless and Higson-Smith (1995:37) state that fundamentally, problems are questions 
about relations among variables, and hypotheses are uncertain, concrete, and testable 
answers to such problems. In other words, a hypothesis, as a suggested answer to a 
problem, has to be tested empirically before it can be accepted, and incorporated into a 
theory. 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005:54), the data from a research study can (and 
should) answer each question, and it may support, or not support each research 
hypothesis. They further state that they intentionally did not say that the data would 
prove or disprove a hypothesis. Hypotheses are nothing more than; “tentative 
propositions set forth to assist in guiding the investigation of a problem or to provide 
possible explanations for the observations made”. 
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The hypothesis of this study is:  
 
Low-income housing delivery at municipal level is slow, relative to people’s 
needs and the targets set by government. 
 
1.3.2 Sub-hypotheses 
 
Four sub-hypotheses support the main hypothesis above. The researcher will address 
these in his attempt to solve the main hypothesis. These sub-hypotheses are: 
 
 Low-income housing delivery is slow due to a lack of land and infrastructure; 
 Municipalities do not implement housing policies efficiently;  
 Municipalities and construction organisations do not have sufficient capacity to 
deliver housing; and 
 Low-income housing delivery is slow due to inadequate housing processes. 
 
1.4 DEMARCATION 
 
According to Clough and Nutbrown, (2002:17), decisions about the location of a 
particular piece of research within a research paradigm, and selection of methods for 
research studies, can only be made in the light of specific situations and particular 
phenomena. 
 
This study will be confined to the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality in the Eastern Cape 
Province, and it will focus on the selected four sub-problems, as potential causes of 
slow delivery. There are other potential causes for slow delivery, but the scope of the 
treatise is limited to the four sub-problems as stated above.  
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1.5 THE DEFINITIONS OF THE TERMS  
 
To define an expression is the first step towards understanding concepts and ideas. In 
the written communication process, both the writer and the reader must share the same 
meaning of the word or expression. This will ensure that the receiver (reader) receives 
exactly what the sender (writer) intends him/her to receive in the communication 
process. Thornhill & Hanekom (1995:8) state in this regard: 
 
          “Unanimity regarding the meaning of words and concepts is necessary to prevent 
an arbitrary ascription of meaning to the jargon often found in the literature; with 
either the speaker or the writer not having clarity as to what precisely is meant by 
these words”.  
 
According to Clapper, (1993:12), due to the problem of definitions, the explanation of 
different events, at different time periods, environments and by different reporters, it is 
always necessary to clearly define specific terms in any scientific study that may lead to 
terminological ambiguity.  
 
Hereafter follows definitions of some concepts that will be used in the research report. 
 
 Act – According the Paperback Oxford English Dictionary, Tenth Edition, 2005:7, 
Act means to (1) do something (2) take effect or have a particular effect (3) 
behave in a particular way (4) perform the function of (5) represent the interests 
of someone. According to the Dictionary and Thesaurus, New Edition (2001: 7), 
Act means to (1) to be in action (2) to exert power (3) to conduct oneself (4) to do 
(5) to perform (6) law, as an act of parliament.  
 
 Budget – is a financial plan that helps people make the best possible use of their 
money. It identifies sources of income and assists in planning expenditures (The 
World Book Encyclopaedia, (2005:669-672). According to the Oxford Paperback 
Dictionary and Thesaurus (2007: 111-112), Budget – (1) is an estimate of income 
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and spending for a set period of time, (2) the amount of money needed or 
available for a purpose, (3) a regular estimate of national income and spending 
put forward by a finance minister. 
 
 Constitution – from the Latin word constitutio, is the basic principals and laws 
of a nation, state, or social group that determine the powers and duties of the 
government and guarantee certain rights to the people (Dictionary.com, 2005). 
According to, The World Book Encyclopaedia (2005:995), it is a statement 
outlining the agreed basic principles of formal organisations ranging from national 
governments to private clubs. It establishes the structure and purpose of the 
organisation and the rights of its citizens or members. According to Paperback 
Oxford English Dictionary, Tenth Edition (2005:155), it is a body of principles 
according to which a state or organisation is governed (2) the composition or 
formation of something. 
 
 Delivery – according to, Dictionary.com (2005), delivery is the act of transferring 
to another. In the context of housing, it is a formal act of transferring ownership of 
property to another. According to Oxford Paperback Dictionary and Thesaurus, 
Second Edition (2007:235), delivery is the action of delivering something. 
 
 Government – is (1) the group of people who govern a state, (2) the system by 
which a state, organisation, or community is governed (Oxford Paperback 
Dictionary and Thesaurus, Second Edition, 2007:400).  According to the World 
Encyclopaedia (2005:282-283), Government is (1) an institution that establishes 
and enforces rules, provides services and manages other affairs for a group of 
people, (2) the term may also refer to the process of ruling or exercising power. 
 
 Housing – Bourne asks; “What is housing?” He goes on by stating that this is not 
a rhetorical question, since housing is both a verb and a noun, as Turner has 
rightfully pointed out. A leading authority on the subject of low-cost housing, 
Bourne (1981:13-14) makes the point that housing is: 
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  „… a physical entity, social artifact, an economic good, a capital, stock, 
                     a status symbol, and at times a political “hot potato”.‟ 
 
 He concludes that housing is all of the above things at the same time. Three 
 units of analysis are offered for defining housing: namely, macro-, micro-      
           and intermediate levels (see Table 1)     
      
Table 1: 
The above-mentioned is accepted for the purposes of this research. 
 
 Infrastructure – an underlying base or foundation especially for an organisation 
or system. The basic facilities, services, and installations needed for the 
functioning of a community or society (The World Encyclopaedia, 2005). 
According to the Oxford Paperback Dictionary and Thesaurus, Second Edition 
(2007:473), infrastructure is the basic things (buildings, roads, power supplies, 
etc.) needed for the operation of a society or organisation. 
 
 Municipality –  according to Local Government: Municipal Systems Act 32 of                                                                                                             
2000, when referred to as an entity, it means an organ of sphere of government 
exercising legislative and executive authority within an area determined in terms 
of the Local Government Municipal Demarcation Act, 1998, and it consists of (1) 
the political structures and administration of the municipality; and (2) the 
community of the municipality. In terms of chapter 7, section 151(3) of the 
 
Levels of analysis 
 
 
Definition 
 
Macro-level or state Housing is an instrument for economic growth, and 
Political stability. 
Intermediate level or community 
Housing is an instrument for the provision of   
infrastructure, service delivery,  community, building 
and neighbourhood creation 
Micro-level or individual Housing is an instrument for family livelihood, 
protection, personal - Investment and resting. 
                                                                                                        
 (Liebenberg and Stewart, 1997:150) 
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Constitution (Act 108 of 1996), a municipality has the right to govern, on its own 
initiative, the local government affairs of its community, subject to national and 
provincial legislation, as provided for in the Constitution (The Constitution, of the 
Republic of South Africa, 1996:81) 
 
 Policy – a course of action adopted or proposed by an organisation or person 
(Paperback Oxford English Dictionary, Tenth Edition, 2005:576) 
 
 Subsidy – is a sum of money given to help keep the price of a product or service 
low (Oxford Paperback Dictionary and Thesaurus, Second Edition, 2007:913). 
According to the World Book Encyclopaedia (2005:943), a subsidy is a money 
payment or other form of aid that the government gives to a person or 
organisation. Its purpose is to encourage some needed activity by furnishing 
funds, free land, tax relief, or legal rights that might otherwise be lacking. 
 
 
1.6 THE ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE STUDY 
 
BEE  – Black Economic Empowerment 
CBD  – Central Business District 
RDP  – Reconstruction and Development Program 
PHP  – People‟s Housing Process 
MTEF  – Medium Term Expenditure Framework 
RHA  – Rental Housing Act 
SHF  – Social Housing Foundation 
SHIs  – Social Housing Institutions 
NHBRC – National Home Builders Registration Council 
NMBM - Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality 
CMIP  – Consolidated Municipal Infrastructure Program 
MEC  – Member of the Executive Council 
ISRDP – Integrated Sustainable Development Program 
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MIG  – Municipal Infrastructure Grant 
GDP  – General Domestic Product 
GEAR  – Growth, Employment and Redistribution strategy 
UN  – United Nations organisation 
EIS  – Environmental Impact Study 
EIA  – Environmental impact Assessment 
ICT  - Information and Communication Technology 
 
1.7 THE ASSUMPTIONS 
 
In any treatise, the researcher can guess what the conclusion of the study will be, as 
Chough and Nutbrown (2002:31) state: 
 
“Indeed, if every research thesis had to elaborate its ontological and epistemological 
background, then the wheel would truly be endlessly re-invented. However, if we 
examine any piece of empirical research, it is clear that there is at work a great many 
assumptions about what the world is, how it works and how we can claim to know these 
things.” 
 
An assumption can be made that government will not succeed in achieving its target (of 
completing the required low-income housing) by 2015, because the demand for housing 
is increasing much faster than the delivery of housing.) 
 
An assumption can also be made that the researcher will have sufficient respondents 
for the questionnaires, that the respondents will be honest and not biased. 
 
1.8 THE IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 
 
The provision of adequate housing is an important part of government‟s commitment 
towards providing a better quality of life to the people of South Africa. Housing delivery 
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is, however, not taking place to an extent and speed that will eliminate the backlog in 
housing delivery. Ways and means will have to be developed to identify the factors that 
cause the slow delivery. The significance of this research treatise is that it attempts to 
isolate the reasons for slow housing delivery and to make recommendations in respect 
of addressing these factors. 
 
At present like in the past as per Dewar and Ellis (1979:3) there is widespread 
recognition that the low-income housing problem in South Africa has reached very 
serious proportions. As an example of this, reference can be made to the headline of 
the Cape Argus of 13 October 2005 that reads as follows: Housings „worst year yet‟. In 
recent months, in newspapers and on television, communities have expressed their 
unhappiness with the delivery of services and housing. One can therefore accept that 
there is general discontent throughout the country with the perceived or real lack of 
service delivery. 
 
Addressing the increasing backlog in housing delivery will assist the Government in 
reaching its objective of ensuring a better life for all in South Africa. In order to do this, it 
is important to isolate the factors that lead to inadequate quantity and quality of housing 
delivery. The motivation for the study is therefore in the desire to contribute towards 
ensuring that one of the basic rights espoused in the Constitution, namely the right of 
access to adequate shelter can be realised for the majority of the people of South 
Africa. It is hoped that the findings of the research report will provide government in all 
three spheres with information that can be used to accelerate the provision of housing 
to the poor. 
 
1.9 THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY  
 
The objectives of this research are as follows: 
 
 To evaluate and investigate the reasons why housing delivery at municipal level 
is slow; 
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 To discuss the effect of inefficient implementation on delivery; 
 To examine the influence of the lack of infrastructure and the lack of skilled 
management on housing delivery; and 
 To submit recommendations on how low-income housing delivery can be 
accelerated.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
THE REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 
 
2.1 BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 
 
South Africa, like other developing / third world countries, is currently experiencing a 
housing crisis, largely caused by the effects of urbanisation and the growth of the urban 
population, which results in the increased demand for housing and services in an urban 
setting (Aldrich and Sandhu, 1995:17).  
  
This can be seen by increasing protesting by communities, newspaper reports, and the 
increasing housing backlog, which creates social problems such as crime and alcohol 
abuse. Furthermore, unemployment and poverty lead to a lack of maintenance of 
especially low-income housing, which leads to the aesthetic degradation of these low-
income housing developments. Poverty and unemployment similarly lead to 
beneficiaries of housing opportunities selling these housing units, more often than not 
below its market value, and reverting to informal settlements. This adds to the increase 
in the housing backlog.   
 
In South Africa, policies implemented by the previous government contributed largely to 
the big housing backlog currently experienced. In the period from 1950 to 1976, the 
government assumed that the Black population of “White” South Africa will not grow and 
this resulted in all formal Black housing developments being frozen around major cities 
for decades (NBRI Researchers, 1987: ix & xi). It was believed that: (i) the Black 
population will ultimately live in states already created, separated from White South 
Africa; (ii) the presence of Blacks in White areas would therefore only be temporary; and 
(iii) the state would provide housing for them to rent only (Wessels (1989) in Marais, 
Botes, Pelser and Venter (2005:5).  
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The government of the time was forced through the Soweto riots of 1976, to consider 
99-year leasehold and this led to the establishment of the Urban Foundation, which 
played an important role in changing government‟s housing policies. In the mid-1980s, 
the apartheid government made it possible for Black South Africans to become 
homeowners in the townships (Wessels (1989) in Marais, Botes, Pelser & Venter, 
2005:5). 
 
The post-1994 government, inter alia because of the factors above, inherited a big 
housing backlog for black (African, Coloured, and Indian) people. The number of people 
that moved from the “homelands” into other South African cities / towns, trying to find 
work, contributed to the problem. These cities / towns like Port Elizabeth, Despatch and 
Uitenhage that falls under the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality, never planned or 
expected their towns to grow at phenomenal rates, as it did.   
 
Despite the good intentions of the current government to address the backlog in the 
provision of housing and the constitutional, legislative and policy framework put in place, 
it seems as if the provision of housing is not adequate in terms of the goal of building 
350 000 units per year, both in quantity and quality. This research paper will examine 
the underlying reasons for the slow delivery of low-income houses at municipal level.  
 
 
2.2 LACK OF LAND AND INFRASTRUCTURE, AND HOW IT INFLUENCES 
HOUSING DELIVERY 
 
As referred to earlier, Section 26 of the Constitution states that every one has the right 
of access to adequate housing. The question however remains „‟what does adequate 
housing entail?‟‟. The Habitat Agenda in Mbaliso (2006:30) defines adequate shelter / 
housing as:  
 
“Adequate shelter / housing mean more than a roof over one‟s head. It also means 
adequate privacy; adequate space; physical accessibility; adequate security; security of 
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tenure; structural stability and durability; adequate lighting, heating ventilation; adequate 
basic infrastructure, such as water-supply, sanitation and waste management facilities; 
suitable environmental quality and heath-related factors; and adequate and accessible 
location with regard to work and basic facilities: all of which should be available at an 
affordable cost.” 
 
This is also stressed by Ukoha and Beamish in van Wyk and Crofton (2005:3), who 
state that the success of housing delivery in developed and developing countries is not 
just measured by the number of units built, but the suitability of the living environment or 
how adequate these houses are, relative to the needs of the residents.  
 
In this part of the study the researcher will investigate how land and infrastructure 
(physical and social) influence the speed at which houses are delivered and the effect it 
has on adequate housing, which will determine whether housing delivery programmes 
are successful or not.   
 
2.2.1 Lack of land 
 
Many municipalities face a problem in that: (i) they do not own adequate land to develop 
for housing; (ii) the land that they own or that is available in most situations / portions of 
their land are far from the Central Business District (CBD); (iii) their land is earmarked 
for industrial purposes, or it does not have the necessary infrastructure to build housing 
on. This means that more money is needed for services, but housing subsidies will not 
increase for these services and the delivery of houses will take longer (Cotton and 
Franceys, 1991:13).  
 
Nell and Morkel (2005:71) agree that the fact that government do not own land and the 
high cost of privately-owned land, hamper the development of low-income housing in 
close proximity to services and well located sites close to places of employment. It 
results in most new low-income houses being built in peri-urban areas, increasing the 
cost of services.  
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In research done by the Provincial Planning and Development Commission, entitled 
Identification of Land Suitable for Low Cost Housing in Local Municipalities falling within 
the Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Program (ISRDP) (2005:2), it is stated 
that the delivery of land (the identification, allocation, and development of it) is a critical 
component of the housing delivery process. It has a fundamental impact on the 
following: 
 
 The rate and scale of housing delivery (supply); and 
 contribution of the housing delivery program to socio-economic development and 
improvement of the living conditions for the poor. 
 
It further states that without suitable and appropriately located land, housing delivery will 
not take place, or will be delayed. The Housing Policy and Strategy for South Africa 
agrees with the above in stating that it is critical that the efficient assembly and release 
of appropriately located land for housing delivery be achieved at a desired rate for 
housing delivery to be successful. Chapter 6, Access to Adequate Housing, states that 
the location of houses is very important. For it to be adequate, it must be situated close 
to employment opportunities, health care services, schools, and other social areas.  
 
Policies of the pre-1994 government also influence the delivery of housing, because a 
problem that all municipalities face is that wealthy / advantaged communities object to 
the placing of low-income housing near to their areas on the grounds of property 
devaluation and / or environmental concerns (Khan and Thring, 2003:230). In fact it is 
also stated in the National Building Regulations Act, Act 103 of 1977, section 10 (a), 
that municipalities cannot approve housing plans if in their opinion the building being 
built or is to be erected; 
 
“(i) will create health problems (ii) will be unsightly or objectionable (iii) will probably or in 
fact be a nuisance to adjoining or neighbouring properties and (iv) will probably or in fact 
derogate from the value of adjoining or neighbouring properties.” 
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The pre-1994 government policies are also responsible that most low-income housing 
for the previously disadvantage groups are placed far from the CBD or development 
land.   
2.2.2 Lack of infrastructure 
 
As stated in the first paragraph of this section, everyone has the right to have access to 
adequate housing, which means the availability of services, materials, facilities, and 
infrastructure. One of the major yardsticks to judge economic growth and development 
is infrastructure. Well-developed infrastructure will contribute to a healthy and efficient 
functioning economy. Infrastructure development through expenditure has played an 
important role in reconstruction areas/phases of major development projects (Mohai, 
2005:2) Infrastructure can be divided into two sections namely physical infrastructure 
and social infrastructure 
 
2.2.2.1 Physical Infrastructure 
 
In the report on adequate housing, it is stated that for a house to be adequate, it must 
contain facilities essential for health, security, comfort, and nutrition. Everyone who has 
a right of access to adequate housing, should have sustainable access to natural and 
common resources; safe drinking water, electricity, heating and lighting, sanitation and 
washing facilities, means of food, storage, refuse disposal and site drainage (Access to 
Adequate housing, Chapter Six, retrieved from Internet on 23 November 2005:249-250). 
Cotton and Franceys (1991:2) agree in saying that the problem of physical infrastructure 
reflects the scale of the housing problem, as housing needs the support of adequate 
services for communities. 
 
Municipalities‟ role in delivering housing is through providing land and bulk infrastructure 
and services for low-income housing. In the Consolidated Municipal Infrastructure 
Program (CMIP), it is stated that housing must be viewed in relation to other 
infrastructure programs that complement housing delivery, in particular ones that 
  17 
provide bulk infrastructure like water, roads, sanitation and electricity, and here 
government has spent over R5 billion on bulk infrastructure needed for housing 
development.  
 
The Inter-governmental Fiscal Review (2003:164-172) state that investment in water 
supply and improvement of housing infrastructure are amongst the most cost-effective 
options for enhancing the quality of life of the poor. The backlog of housing and 
infrastructure has slowed the delivery of low-income housing. In the Cape Times dated 
18 October 2006, Webb reports that in The Local Government Budget and Expenditure 
Review that the backlog of water and electricity are also growing. 
 
2.2.2.2 Social infrastructure 
 
The Intergovernmental Fiscal Review (2003:164-172) states that bulk infrastructure 
(water, electricity and roads) and housing units is not the only requirement for housing 
delivery to be successful, but it is also important to have properly integrated 
communities and a built environment with necessary social and economic infrastructure. 
 
Manuel (1997:14) states that substantial social infrastructure backlogs must also be 
addressed. This includes the absence of sport and recreation facilities.  
Municipalities can address these backlogs through its Integrated Development Plans, 
with the view to creating more sustainable and functional communities. According to the 
Intergovernmental Fiscal Review (2003:160), provision is now made for social and 
economic infrastructure necessary for sustainable settlements, by integrating it into the 
new Municipal Infrastructure Grant (MIG). In the Budget Review of 2005, it states that 
the delivery of social and economic infrastructure is central to achieving Governments 
development goals. 
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2.3 INADEQUATE POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION 
 
A country can have the best policies and strategies in the world, but if they are not 
properly implemented, these policies are worth nothing. Policies and strategies 
implemented in South Africa by the previous government had a huge effect on the 
housing backlog, and infrastructure for low-income housing for previously 
disadvantaged communities (van der Westhuizen, 2004:1). According to estimates done 
in 1994, the backlog of housing was about one million units.   
 
In 1994, the democratic government came into power, with promises of a better life for 
all. Their first objective was to reduce the number of people that lived without basic 
services and housing. The Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP) were 
formulated in 1994, as a new vision for housing delivery. Through this programme 
government set a goal of building 350 000 houses annually, for the first five-year period 
and said that the minimum number of houses that had to be built in this period was at 
least one million low-income houses.  
 
Section 3(2)(b) of the housing goal agreed that housing delivery was to peak at a 
sustainable basis level of 350 000 units per annum until the backlog was overcome.  
The realisation of the goal depended on whether government can ensure the 
implementation systems in all three spheres of government, in accommodating the 
budget allocation and delivery programme (National Housing Code: 2000).   
 
In December 1994 the White Paper on Housing was launched. The purpose of the 
document was to address the housing backlog while providing for the projected 
increase in the backlog due to new household formation (www.info.gov.za). The 
Housing Act 107 of 1997, amended in 1999 and 2001, provides the legislative 
framework for housing policy. In establishing the general principles applicable to 
housing development, the Act requires all three spheres of government to prioritise the 
needs of the poor in respect of housing development. It also regulates the allocation of 
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funding for housing and defines the functions of national, provincial and local 
government (Government Gazette, 1997). Van der Westhuizen (2004:4) agrees and 
further states that the Department of Housing is responsible for national housing 
policies, in consultation with provincial and local governments departments.   
 
Government realised towards the end of the decade that quantitative delivery was not 
the answer as they could not meet self-set goals. They realised that for the housing 
policy to be successful, they had to look at it in the general economic context in which it 
operates and the relationship between the housing sector and the macro-economy 
sector (Baumann in Khan and Thring, 2003: 85). The housing sector can have an 
important impact on the macro-economy, through labour productivity and investment. In 
turn it will have a positive effect on the growth of the General Domestic Product (GDP) 
and through this, improve housing delivery.   
 
Through housing government will attempt to fight poverty by creating jobs, empowering 
communities, and contributing to the economy in order for people to in future get access 
to housing in a more conventional way. The implementation of housing policies and 
strategies is a fundamental role and responsibility of government, as per The 
Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996 (Act No. 108 of 1996), Section 26, to 
ensure that all South African have adequate housing  (van der Westhuizen, 2004:1-4). 
  
Khan and Thring (2003:93), states that the Growth, Employment, and Redistribution 
(GEAR) strategy is the centrepiece of government‟s macro-economic growth plan. The 
National Housing Code (2000) asserts that governments macro-economic strategy 
through GEAR wants to achieve a competitive, faster growing economy. It is an 
economy that creates sufficient jobs for all workers, redistribution of income and socio-
economic opportunities in favour of the poor, a society in which sound health, education 
and other services are available to all and an environment in which homes are secure 
and places of work are productive.  
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A significant increase in the National Housing Budget allocation will clash with GEAR 
until the latter succeeds in increasing macro-economic growth appreciably. Until then, 
GEAR limits the housing budget despite the fact that increases are necessary to meet 
stated housing goals within a reasonable period. The increasing backlog of housing 
delivery aggravates this problem. GEAR has not met its macro-economic growth targets 
and because of this, the delivery of low-income housing will take longer to be achieved 
(Khan and Thring, 2003:93-94). 
 
Burger (2004:1) and van der Westhuizen (2004:1) agree that The White Paper on 
Housing (1994) set out a proposed National Housing Strategy that emphasised the 
need to address the housing backlog due to the new household format. The Integrated 
Development Plan is the local government‟s (municipalities) main policy and strategy to 
deliver services and to reduce poverty. Through it, municipalities deliver community 
facilities, for example; parks, sport fields, education and health care, but housing does 
not form part of the policy and strategies yet. According to Khan and Thring (2003: 182) 
delivery will be successful, if local authorities link housing policies with the integrated 
development plan.  
 
Many of the housing departments of municipalities, who are vital in implementing 
housing policies and strategies, lose track of these policies and strategies, as they just 
concentrate on delivery, and forget about the processes that need to be followed to 
make a success of the projects that they are involved with. This is seen in the figures 
below that show how the backlog has increased over the years. 
 
It is difficult to estimate the exact figures, but the housing backlog has increased from 
2.2 million based on 1996 and 2001 census figures to about 2.4 million in 2004. In an 
article by Webb (18 October 2006) in the Cape Times newspaper, the then Minister of 
Finance, Mr. Trevor Manual reported that the backlog of housing is still growing. 
Urbanisation was growing at about 2.7% a year, and the number of „inadequate 
dwellings‟ had increased by 20%, from 1.5 million in 1996 to over 1.8 million in 2001. 
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According to Martin (2000:7), the Housing Subsidy Scheme provides subsidies for 
households with income up to R3500 per month. The total provincial spending on 
housing decreased by 2,11% in real terms in 2004/5 and less than 0,5% per annum on 
average for the 2004/5 MTEF period. Housing subsidy grants decreased in real terms 
by close to 1% in 2004/5. The spending on the Housing Subsidy (sub) program, the 
main program responsible for housing delivery through the provision of housing 
subsidies, decreased by 2,72% in real terms in 2004/5 (van der Westhuizen, 2004:1).  
 
The Social Housing Foundation (SHF) was established by the Department of Housing in 
1997. The department are to develop and build capacity for social housing institutions 
(SHIs) and to develop a policy framework for the sector (South African Year Book, 
Housing, 2005 / 6: 412) mandates it. Socio-economic development means that more 
and more people live in towns and cities and there is a growing demand for housing in 
urban areas. Social housing develops integrated built environments because it brings 
people together (Martin, 2000:7). 
 
The above shows that targets for low-cost housing were not met in the first ten years of 
the new housing policies, as also shown in figure 1: 
 
Figure 1: 
Houses Completed or Under Construction
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The housing policies of government are surely not succeeding with housing delivery in 
South Africa. This is seen in the number of squatter settlements. According to Aldrich 
and Sandhu (1995:19),  
 
“the presence of slums and squatter settlements in society is a clear indication of the 
failure of a society and government to provide adequate housing” 
 
Despite considerable goodwill, and a vast amount of expenditure and investment on the 
part of provincial government and municipalities, national housing policy in South Africa 
is failing in its primary functions of creating rich and enabling living environments, and 
stimulating processes of individual, family and community upliftment amongst the 
poorest people. Symptoms of the problem are becoming increasingly apparent, for 
example: 
 
Housing policy is in itself inadequate due to the task of tackling the current housing 
crisis. The point here is that, although it is obviously important to devise and implement 
good housing policies, it is also necessary to locate housing in the wider economic 
context. In addition, it should recognize that return to economic prosperity in the country 
as a whole, including a big reduction in unemployment, would have a considerable 
impact on the housing problem (Malpass & Murie, 1990:297–298).  
The New Housing Policy and Strategy for South Africa (2000:12) agree in stating that 
apart from duplicated and inequitable policy approaches from different race groups, the 
housing policy framework in South Africa suffers from the following other key 
constraints: 
 
 Lack of overall housing strategy: inadequate definition of roles and 
responsibilities of all role players in the housing sector, as well as the lack of a 
coherent overall housing strategy have contributed to the present confusion and 
breakdown in delivery. 
 Multiplicity of legislation: there is multiplicity and duplication of legislation 
governing housing, land, and services. 
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2.4 LACK OF CAPACITY IN MUNICIPALITIES AND CONSTRUCTION 
ORGANISATIONS  
 
One of the key factors that influence the delivery of housing is the capability of 
municipalities, or the capacity of their employees and the workforce (contractors and 
artisans) in the area that will determine how successful housing in that municipal area 
will be. Andrew Gibbon, a Democratic Alliance councillor at the Nelson Mandela Bay 
municipality, and former Port Elizabeth municipal director of housing (2005) stated in 
The Herald newspaper under the heading “Way behind in housing delivery” that 
interference from political parties, inadequate skills and planning, are the main causes 
of the crisis facing the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality in housing delivery.  
 
He further argued that the lack of housing delivery was not due to financial constraints, 
as it appears that the provincial government has under-spent its funding.  
 
The likely causes for the current crisis in delivery are:  
 Undue political interference. 
  Lack of capacity of the politicians involved in decision making. 
 Poor planning. 
 Lack of capacity of the business unit. 
 Poor workmanship and inadequately-skilled artisans involved in the construction 
of low-income houses. 
 
The under-spending of the Eastern Cape Provincial Government on the housing budget 
was highlighted this year (2007) again, as National Government is set to take R5 000-
million away from the province, because the money was not used. The Times (18 
November 2007) reports that the national housing department said that the province 
had no capacity to spend its budget, and for this reason the money will be given to other 
provinces.  
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This will have a negative influence on housing delivery in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
municipality area, as they are not accredited as a fully-fledged housing developer, which 
means they receive funds from the provincial government. In an article by Max Matavire 
(Metro Editor) (19 November 2007) called “Battle for Housing delivery takes step 
forward, Municipal strategy to gain full accreditation” it is stated that the Eastern Cape 
provincial housing department identified weaknesses in the housing delivery process of 
the municipality that hampers it from being awarded full level 2 and 3 accreditation.  
 
In the department of Housing‟s Annual Report 2006 – 2007, under the heading “Labour 
shortage”, the Accelerated Growth Initiative of South Africa states in their documents 
that South Africa lacks sufficient skilled professionals, managers and artisans. 
 
The researcher will investigate two areas of capacity, namely; 
 Municipal housing management and administration; and 
 Artisans / skilled workers in the municipal area. 
 
 
2.4.1 Municipal housing management and administration  
 
The former president of South Africa, Mr. TM Mbeki, always stressed the need for good 
managers at municipal level, to deliver services. On 5th November 2004, Mr. Mbeki 
addressed the National Council of Provinces, in Kwa-Zulu Natal, and noted that many 
people‟s lives have been improved since 1994, but that there are still challenges that 
need to be addressed. One of them is the municipalities, which are central to the 
implementation of government policies, but still do not have the necessary capacity. He 
further stated that we need efficient and effective municipalities to deliver better service. 
Mohai (2005), stated at a conference, named  “Developing an Intagrated Infrastructure 
Strategy for the Three Spheres of Government in the Free State”, that for government to 
succeed in its implementation work, it will largely rely on a strong public service 
administration under the leadership of senior managers. 
 
  25 
According to Griffen, (1990:7), successful management involves being both efficient and 
effective. A manager is someone whose primary activities are a part of the management 
process. In particular, a manager is someone who plans and makes decisions, 
organizes, leads, and controls human, financial, physical and information resources. 
Malpass and Murie (1990:237) agree in stating that management embraces planning, 
organising, controlling, and implementing processes to achieve housing goals. 
 
Figure 2:  The General Management Process (Source: Management 3rd edition) 
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Furthermore, it states that, unless good housing management concepts and effective 
practices are established, the necessary changes will not materialise. This can be done 
by promoting community development, social improvement, proper maintenance, and 
upkeep of properties as well as sound financial arrangements for repaying loans (van 
Wyk and Crofton, 2005:3). 
 
According to van der Westhuizen (2004:6), the new procurement regime that requires 
municipalities to be the only developers in low-cost housing projects has hampered 
housing delivery, due to the lack of institutional and project management capacity from 
the majority of municipalities. Khan and Thring (2003:446-447) note that all the policies 
and strategies that are mentioned in the above section, assume a level of capacity in 
local government that is often not available. This is particularly clear as local 
government enters into new areas of operation, with developers pulling out of the low-
income market and with experience of a lot of „white managers‟ making way for back 
economic empowerment managers.  
 
Khan and Thring (2003:446-447) further state the Housing Act requires municipalities to 
undertake a wide range of complex technical and planning activities, and that 
municipalities do not always have the necessary skill / managers in their organisation. 
The Department of Housing has recognized that there are often inadequate 
administrative, technical, and managerial capacity in both provincial government and 
municipalities. This influences the delivery of housing and the ability of the two spheres 
of government to successfully implement their duties under the Housing Act.  
 
According to Atkinson, Ingle and Meiklejohn (2000:25) the role that municipalities play is 
very important, since they are responsible for the implementation of housing delivery. 
Under the new dispensation, municipalities have undergone many changes and are 
now expected to function as “agents” of delivery for housing in addition to their more 
conventional service-delivery duties. 
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Atkinson, Ingle and Meiklejohn (2000:25) further state that municipalities will play a key 
role in housing delivery, as per the 1997 Housing Act, and must ensure that their 
residents have access to adequate housing, as per the South African Constitution, and 
must set housing delivery goals for their areas of jurisdiction. The need to bolster the 
capacity of municipalities is widely recognized. The 1997 Housing Act instructs 
provincial governments to take all reasonable and necessary steps to support and 
strengthen the capacity of municipalities, to effectively exercise their powers and 
perform their duties in respect of housing development. 
 
Touzel, Coetzee and von Eck (1997) was quoted in Atkinson, Ingle and Meiklejohn 
(2000:26), stating in their research that the focus should change from providing capacity 
for policy development to capacity for implementation. This would involve the councillors 
in the preparation phase for housing projects and entail monitoring of progress and to 
help them to keep politics out of this process  
 
Municipalities should have sufficient capacity to promote housing delivery development 
meaningfully, but the fact that there are more subsidies approved than are ever paid out 
shows clearly that the problem is in implementation capacity, rather than policy 
formulation, which is the real limitation on housing delivery. According to Atkinson, Ingle 
and Meiklejohn (2000:26-27) the management process which municipalities demands in 
the implementation phase, is the following functions. This includes the establishing, 
administration and coordination of an adequate strategy for the control of operations; 
 
 measuring project performance to ensure that it is in line with the approved 
plans; 
 ongoing consultation with the project developer or manager concerning the 
meeting of objectives and milestone as contemplated in the approved project 
plan; 
 the supervision and coordination of reports to the relevant state  agencies; and 
 assuring fiscal protection and integrity through adequate control of progress 
payment approvals. 
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The task facing municipalities in expediting housing delivery is a daunting one, as some 
of the above functions, can only be done by an engineer, architect, quantity surveyor, 
town planner and associated administrative expertise, than one person with a checklist 
who badgers the developer and deals with problem situations (Atkinson, Ingle and 
Meiklejohn, 2000:27). 
 
It is important to ensure that municipalities have employees that are capable of 
implementing housing policies, as the role of local government is very important, since 
this is the level of government that is responsible for the actual implementation of 
housing projects (CSIR Division of Building and Construction Technology, 2000: 25) 
 
2.4.2 Lack of artisans / skilled workers in the municipal area 
 
Fourie (Chief Executive of the Building Industries Federation of South Africa) was 
quoted in the Business Report 2004, that the number of skilled artisans (bricklayers, 
plasterers, plumbers, etc.) which is critical in housing delivery, would come under 
pressure from 2007, as many would be reaching retirement age (Department of 
Housing Annual Report 2006 / 2007: 19). In the Department of Housing‟s Annual Report 
(2006 / 2007: 19) it was further noted that in the Business Day of 23 May 2005, it was 
stated that due to labour shortages, the big contractors and developers will be more 
selective on projects. This will influence housing projects negatively, as it is less 
attractive and this will cause the limitation of fulfilling the goal of increasing delivery in 
housing. This will also force housing delivery to rely on unskilled labour. 
 
In the Eastern Cape Province, the reality of using unskilled labour can now be seen, as 
the Minister of Housing, Lindiwe Sisulu, asked the National Housing Registration 
Council to do forensic audits in the province on houses that need to be fixed. According 
to M Mapu (Housing manager at the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality) in BuaNews 
Online (30 January 2007), one of the biggest challenges when it comes to housing 
delivery is that Black Economic Empowerment (BEE) companies established in the 
construction industry, do not want to get involved in low-income housing. The reasons 
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for this reluctance are limited profits and the procurement processes that need to be 
followed before a housing deal is concluded takes too long.  
 
In the Breaking New Ground, Part A – Background, under the heading Slow Down in 
Delivery it states that the withdrawal of large construction groups from the low-income 
housing sector due to the low profit margins,  has left a capacity gap in construction, 
project management, financial management and subsidy administration. The 
introduction of emerging contractors has not filled these gaps, due to insufficient 
delivery capacity, limited technical and administrative expertise and inadequate access 
to bridging finance. 
 
 
2.5 INADEQUATE HOUSING PROCESSES 
 
Adequate housing processes are needed for the delivery of housing to take place 
without housing processes Government will not succeed. According to van Wyk and van 
Wyk (2001:1), reference has often been made to the housing process or housing 
processes and these processes should improve.  
 
The question arises then, “What are these processes?” 
 
Van Wyk and Crofton (2005:3) states that the primary processes that make up „the 
housing process‟, include: policy and strategy processes; legislative processes; 
educational processes; financial processes; administrative processes; human and social 
development processes; environmental processes; information and communication 
processes; land and  physical / infrastructure development processes and maintenance 
processes.  
 
All participants in housing delivery have a primary role to fulfil in these processes, in 
order to maximize effectiveness and efficiency in all the processes and systems and the 
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utilisation of resources. The housing management roles should be fulfilled on three 
different levels: policy and strategy level; programme level, and project level. 
 
2.5.1 Policy and strategy processes 
 
The White Paper on Housing (1994) states, that housing as a process represents more 
than a simple economic activity, but constitutes the foundation for the establishment of 
continuously improving public and private environments within which stable and 
productive communities can grow and prosper. It is critical for housing delivery that the 
process be initiated from a sustainable basis. The housing process must be 
economically, fiscally, socially, financially, and politically sustainable in the long term.   
 
The People‟s Housing Process was initiated by government to address the housing 
needs of the disadvantaged communities, who are in the majority and in most cases do 
not have regular income. Through this, government wants to make them eligible for 
subsidies to improve their living conditions. The People's Housing Process is based on 
the fact that people have always built their own houses by applying the vast wealth of 
traditional know-how. The Capacitation Programme of the Government which is funded 
by UNDP, USAID and the Government, and executed by UNCHS (Habitat), aims at 
building the capacity of, and supporting, poor communities to improve their living 
conditions (Kithakye, 2001:vol.7, no.1). 
 
The National Housing Code (March 2000:13) states that housing as a process 
represents more than a simple economic activity, because it contributes to the ongoing 
growth and prosperity and enhances the creation of stable and productive communities. 
The housing policies and strategies are directed at getting communities involve in their 
own housing needs, and from this the transfer of skills and economic empowerment 
take place that complement the housing development process. The foundation of the 
housing process is built on the development of these communities and governments 
commitment towards them. 
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2.5.2 Legislative processes 
 
The Housing Act 107 of 1997, amended in 1999 and 2001, provides the legislative 
framework for the housing policy. The Act requires all three spheres of government to 
prioritise the need of the poor in respect of housing development. 
 
There are four more Acts that support the Housing Act, namely: 
 
 Rental Housing Act, 1999 (Act 50 of 1999) 
 Home Loan and Mortgage Disclosure Act, 2000 (Act 63 0f 2000) 
 Housing Consumer Protection Measures Act, 1998 (Act 95 0f 1998) 
 Prevention of Illegal Eviction and Unlawful Occupation of Land Act, 1998 (Act 19 
of 1998) 
 
The Rental Housing Act that came in effect in August 2001 defines the role of 
government in the rental-housing sector. It was established to facilitate good relations 
between the proprietor and the tenant. The aim of the act is to speed up the legislative 
process when conflicts or disputes between proprietors and tenants occur. It also 
provides for the establishment of rental housing tribunals in provinces to allow for 
speedy and cost effective resolution when the above-mentioned conflicts or disputes 
occur. 
 
The Home Loan and Mortgage Disclosure Act were established to monitor financial 
institutions serving the needs of communities that need housing credit, through the 
Office of Disclosure. The Act also makes sure that these institutions inform potential 
borrowers of their rights, when they are in the process of lending money. Government 
knows that most homeless people and people who apply for houses earn less than what 
banks would require for the qualification for a housing loan, and for this reason this Act 
promotes the right of access to adequate housing.    
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The Housing Consumer Protection Measures Act, 1998 (Act 95 of 1998) was 
established to protect homeowners from inferior workmanship. A warranty scheme 
ensures the home builder takes responsibility for any material and design defects. This 
entails a three months maintenance period from date of occupation, plus a one-year 
roof leak warranty, and any structural failures for five years from date of occupation. 
This is part of the Act. Every builder in the housing industry must be registered with the 
National Home Builders Registration Council (NHBRC) and each house built in South 
Africa must be enrolled with them. 
 
Municipalities, as the developer of housing projects, must make sure that all houses are 
enrolled before they start building. In the Eastern Cape a lot of municipalities do not 
enrol their projects and for this reason a lot of badly built houses are being erected, 
because NHBRC inspectors are not inspecting these houses and homeowners are not 
protected. The Minister of Housing, Lindiwe Sisulu, recently appointed the NHBRC to do 
forensic audits to establish how many houses need to be rectified in the province and 
the cost thereof. This will result in housing delivery affected negatively, as money and 
builders are now being used on rectifying these badly built houses.  
 
The Prevention of Illegal Eviction and Unlawful Occupation of Land Act, 1998 (Act 19 of 
1998) prohibits unlawful eviction and sets out detailed procedures for the eviction of 
unlawful occupiers. The Act provides a process for fair eviction of unlawful occupiers, 
and determines whether someone has occupied a piece of land for longer or less than 
six months. 
 
2.5.3 Educational processes 
 
In the past, most South Africans were denied the right to own their own houses, but this 
changed in the late 1980‟s after the influx control laws were abolished. The post-1994 
government promoted the policy of homeownership in the low-income housing market. 
The majority of the people that qualify for this sector do not have the necessary 
knowledge of deeds of sales, mortgage bond agreements, paying for water and 
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electricity, etc. For this reason the education processes is an important part of housing 
delivery, because of the extensive evidence that housing consumers are not adequately 
informed of their rights and corresponding obligations (Housing Consumer Education 
Framework, undated:1-2).    
 
The Constitution of South Africa 1996, Section 29 states that; 
 
 “everyone has (a) the right to a basic education, including adult basic education, and 
(b) to further education, which the state, through reasonable measures, must make 
progressively available and accessible.”  
It is very important that the housing consumers understand the processes and policies 
that are important to the delivery of housing and what they must do after they received 
it. Municipalities have an important role to play when it comes to housing consumer 
education. 
 
The Home Loan and Mortgage Disclosure Act, 2000 (Act 63 of 200) also expects banks 
to flight a generic consumer education programme aimed at informing potential 
borrowers of their rights and obligations and those of banks. 
 
2.5.4 Financial processes 
 
The Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, because it is not accredited as a fully-fledged 
housing developer, still receives funds from the provincial government. This has an 
impact on the municipality‟s housing delivery, as they are dependent on what they 
receive from the province. 
 
The municipality was also negatively affected by the fact that the Eastern Cape 
government under-spend their budget this year (2007), and National government has 
taken R500-million away from the provincial government. In The Times, dated 5 
November 2007, the National Housing Director General, Itumeleng Kotsoane, stated 
that the Eastern Cape delivered below its budget and that money will be taken away 
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from them. He said the reasons were that municipalities had a lack of capacity and that 
many municipalities, including the Nelson Mandela Bay, kept a lot of money in „trust 
accounts‟, because of disputes between different parties (politicians and municipal 
administrations) on how to spend the money (Kotsoane, 2007:). 
 
2.5.5 Administrative processes 
 
National and Provincial government both have a constitutional responsibility to assign to 
a municipality the administration matters, like housing, if the municipality has the 
necessary capacity and will be more efficient in administering the process.  
 
Municipalities may act as developers or can become accredited. The procurement 
policy governing the housing subsidy system allows municipalities to act as developers 
in the housing delivery process, which mean they will have to initiate, manage, and 
execute housing projects. 
 
According to the Housing Act, municipalities can be accredited to administer national 
housing programmes. Section 9(2)(b) of the Housing Act states that: “if a municipality 
has been accredited under section 10(2) to administer national housing programmes in 
terms of which a housing development project is being planned and executed, such a 
municipality may not act as a developer, unless such project has been approved by the 
relevant provincial housing development board” .  
 
There are two levels of accreditation existing in respect of the Housing Subsidy 
Scheme, namely: 
 
 Level One Accreditation – This is the simplest form of accreditation, it involves 
the administration of non-credit linked individual subsidies. Subsidies are dealt 
with in a straightforward manner on an individual basis. 
 Level Two Accreditation – this may be obtained in respect of non-credit linked 
individual subsidies, project-linked subsidies, project-linked and individual 
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consolidation subsidies, institutional subsidies, and the management of payouts 
of residual amounts of non-credit linked subsidies and individual consolidation 
subsidies. When this form of accreditation is awarded to a municipality, it also 
includes level one accreditation; it has a more sophisticated administrative 
system that needs to deal with all the complexities of the various subsidies.   
 
In an article in The Herald (19 November 2007), under the heading „Battle for housing 
delivery takes step forward, Municipal strategy to gain full accreditation‟ it is argued that 
the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality‟s application to be awarded fully-fledged 
accreditation was hampered by weaknesses in its housing delivery process, identified 
by the provincial housing department. It further argues that until it is rectified, the 
municipality will not receive full level two and three accreditation.  
 
By receiving full accreditation Nelson Mandela Bay municipality will receive funding 
straight from national government and will be fully in control of the administration and 
the housing delivery process, as they are blaming the provincial government for the 
poor housing delivery status in there area of jurisdiction. 
 
2.5.6 Human and social development processes 
 
According to Carmona, Carmona and Gallent (2003:1), housing has and always will be 
important. Through the housing process, government must make sure that the location 
of the houses is at a suitable place, because it determines how people live their lives. 
The quantity, quality, and location of these houses will also determine what 
opportunities they enjoy and what contribution they can make to wider society. The 
impact that the manner in which these houses are delivered also extends beyond the 
physical environment.  
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2.5.7 Environmental processes 
 
The Provincial government through its developers, which in this case is the Nelson 
Mandela Bay Municipality, uses the engineering department to establish the 50 or 100 
year flood line and also get geo-technical reports in on soil conditions. 
 
The flood lines determine if a project can be built in a set area and the geo-technical 
reports will determine what type of foundation should be used for the project. An 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is also conducted to test the impact that the 
development will have on the local environment. In the Human Settlement Country 
Profile – South Africa report, under the heading Quality Houses and Environments, it is 
stated that before any project starts an Environmental Impact Assessment is done.  
 
The NHBRC will not issue a project warranty if an EIA was not conducted. It further 
states that the Department of Housing, to promote environmentally sound low-income 
housing, is also embarking on energy efficient housing design and implementation. 
Trees are being planted in low-income housing projects and renewable resources are 
being used. 
 
According to national policy, the environmental quality of human settlements should be 
improved and housing environments should, inter alia, be healthy. There is consistency 
between the National Housing Act 107 of 1997, the National Environmental 
Management Act 107 0f 1998 and the environmental right of the Constitution 108 of 
1998, in that the issue of healthy living conditions is emphasised.  
 
According to the Department of Housing (2004:26) the construction processes in the 
past ignored the impact of design and construction on the health of communities in low-
income areas. It also states that some low-income housing projects have been poorly 
designed, located and constructed.  
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2.5.8 Information and communication processes 
 
Guislain, Zhen-Wei Oiang, Lanvin, Minges and Swanson (2006: 4) write that Information 
and Communication Technology (ICT) plays a vital role in advancing economic growth 
and reducing poverty. Research done in the 1960s and 1970s showed how 
telecommunications strengthen economic production and distribution, public service 
delivery and government administration. They further state that in the 1980s information 
became recognised as a crucial factor of production, along with capital and labour. In 
the 1990s, information became more important and it contributed more to sound 
economic policies, strong property rights, etc.  
 
According to Guislain, Zhen-Wei Oiang, Lanvin, Minges and Swanson (2006: 5) ICT is 
crucial to sustainable poverty reduction, as it makes country‟s more efficient, improves 
heath and education services, and create more work which in return create more 
sources of income for the poor. ICT enhances social inclusion and promotes more 
effective, accountable, democratic government, especially when combined with effective 
freedom of information and expression. 
 
Municipalities and the Eastern Cape Provincial government do not make use of ICT to 
reduce poverty and to create jobs. There is no proper communication between the 
different stakeholders of housing delivery in the province. One of the officials at the 
Department of Housing said that they have a computer programme that was developed 
to show how many beneficiaries they have in the province. However, the programme 
can only be accessed by the housing department officials, yet the Constitution of the 
Republic of South Africa (1996: 25) state that; (1) everyone has the right of access to 
 
(a) any information held by the state; and 
(b) any information that is held by another person and that is required for exercise or 
protection of any rights. 
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If information can be accessed by anyone and municipalities and provincial 
governments communicate properly with communities, then we may see less protest 
action in the media. 
  
Through interviews, it was also established that in some parts of the Eastern Cape 
houses get build without having any beneficiary. This shows that there is not 
communication between municipalities and provincial government. The money spent on 
houses were they have no beneficiaries could be better spent in other parts of the 
province were there is a need. By effectively using ICT, corruption can be prevented 
and municipalities can also get beneficiary involved with the building process of their 
house. It will make them feel that they are the owners of the house, by letting them 
choose the colour of the house and also allowing them to save some money to make 
small changes to it. 
  
2.5.9 Land and physical / infrastructure development processes  
  
According to the Housing Code, Part 2, Chapter 2, under the heading „Role and 
Functions of Local Government‟ it is stated that every municipality must ensure that 
people in their municipal area have access to adequate housing and that it is released 
on a progressive basis, as part of the municipality‟s process of integrated development 
planning. This is done by taking all reasonable and necessary steps according to 
national and provincial housing legislation and policy as per the Constitution, Chapter 2, 
Section 26(1), 
 
To succeed in fulfilling its role, municipalities must carry out the following; (i) ensure that 
the area of their jurisdiction is healthy and safe for its inhabitants (Health and Safety); 
(ii)  ensure that infrastructure (water, sanitation, electricity, roads, storm water drainage, 
transport, etc.) is provided in an economical and efficient manner (Efficient Services); 
(iii) that the municipality sets housing delivery goals for its jurisdiction (Housing Delivery 
Goals); (iv) identify and designate land for housing development (Land for Housing); (v) 
create and maintain a public environment conducive to housing development which is 
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financially and socially viable (Public Environment); (vi) promote the resolution of 
conflicts arising in the housing development process (Conflict Resolution); (vii) provide 
bulk engineering services, and revenue generating services, where specialist utility 
suppliers are not providing it (Bulk and Revenue Generating Services); (viii) plan and 
manage land use and development (Land Use) (Housing Code, ). 
 
Municipalities must initiate, plan, co-ordinate, facilitate, promote and enable appropriate 
housing development in its area of jurisdiction, as per the Housing Code.   
 
2.5.10 Maintenance processes 
 
It is clear when driving in low-income areas that the maintenance processes in these 
areas do not exist, because people do not have the funds for maintenance. Malpass 
and Murie (1990:238) state that two disadvantage of low-income groups owning a 
house are; (i) the high cost of maintenance and refurbishment; (ii) the lack of savings, 
low-income or unemployment that prevent them from maintaining their houses.   
 
In conclusion, under-spending of housing subsidies or grants is a consistent problem 
and causes delays in the housing delivery process. The complex process that 
municipalities has to follow when seeking approval for a new housing project 
development from provincial government departments, for each stage in the process 
such as the departments responsible for environment, planning, transport, etc., can lead 
to numerous delays in the housing process, as each department has its own procedures 
and timeframes.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY OF THE SURVEY 
 
3.1 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
Bless and Higson-Smith (1995) writes that a research design can be explained as a 
plan or a drawing / blueprint that specify how the researcher intends to conduct the 
research / study. A framework within which the research is to be done is provided by the 
research problem. On the other hand, the research methodology focuses on the specific 
mechanisms, tools and processes that will be used to obtain the data / information that 
will be used for the research. The research methodology must fit into the framework set 
by the research design and will be informed by it (Bless & Higson-Smith. 1995). 
 
3.1.1 Qualitative versus Quantitative  
 
Researchers use different methods to (i) analysis quantitative and qualitative data / 
information, (ii) come to conclusions that are based on different kinds of information, 
and (iii) use different techniques. Data that are collected in the form of numbers and 
used for statistical types of data analysing are called quantitative data. Qualitative data 
are collected in the form of written or spoken language. The type of data that the 
researcher decides to use has many implications for the research design, as it has a 
variety of consequences for sampling, data collection, and analysing of it. The decision 
of what data to use is made considering the purpose / objective of the research and 
what type of data will achieve this purpose / objective. (Terre Blanche, Durrheim and 
Painter, 2006: 47).  
 
In the case of this study, the researcher decided that to get the best results, the method 
that will be employed will be a mixed method between quantitative and qualitative. 
According to Creswell and Plano Clark (2007: 9) mixed methods research provides 
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more complete evidence for studying a research problem than either quantitative or 
qualitative research alone. 
 
A questionnaire will be sent via facsimile or will be e-mailed to the chosen respondents. 
 
 
3.2     PLANNING FOR DATA COLLECTION 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 104 - 105) it is important to consider issues 
relating to the accuracy and consistency of the data / information, after identifying the 
research design and methodology and to address the ethical implications of the treatise. 
A decision must be made how to obtain and interpret the data / information that is 
necessary to successfully complete the research. They further state that this process 
must take place before the researcher starts to write the research proposal. 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 104 – 105) there are four fundamental questions 
that need to be answered about the data / information, to clear up any research 
planning and design, namely: 
 
 “What data are needed? 
 Where are the data located? 
 How will the data be secured? 
 How will the data be interpreted?” 
 
 
3.3    THE DATA 
 
Data are facts, images or sound that can be pertinent or not and useful for a particular 
task. Every day we receive data / information from newspapers, books, television, and 
conversations with other people. We are attacked with so much data every day that our 
conscious minds cannot possibly pay attention to all of it, but only useful data become 
  42 
information. To use information, knowledge is needed to use it for what the researcher 
wants to achieve through the study, and the interpretation of this information is 
important for the end-results of the study (Alter, 1996: 28-29). According to Leedy and 
Ormrod (2005: 88), data are not the absolute truth that underlies all the events that the 
researchers observe; this is rather expressions of that truth. 
 
The data for this research study consist of two distinct types: 
 
 Primary data 
 Secondary data 
 
A brief definition of the two types of data flow below: 
 
3.3.1 The primary data 
 
Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 89) state that the truth is various layers of truth-revealing fact, 
and that primary data is the layer closest to the truth. According to Hofstee (2006: 51) 
primary data / information is collected by the research or are directly drawn from the 
research, and no one has analysed or interpreted it before. This form of data is 
collected by the researcher through direct observation, surveys, interviews, and 
questionnaires. In this study, the researcher will collect primary data through a 
questionnaire from the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality, the Provincial government, 
the NHBRC and Thubelisha Homes.  
 
3.3.2 The secondary data 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 89) secondary data is not copied from the truth 
and is not original, but it is collected from primary data. Hofstee (2006: 51) states that 
secondary data / information relate to the research, but it is data that are based on 
primary data from other research or data that were interpreted or analysed by someone 
else. The secondary data are obtained from external sources such as: 
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 Articles / Treatises 
 Books / Newspapers 
 World Wide Web publications 
 
The Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University Library, the internet, newspapers, the 
Department of Construction Management and the researcher‟s supervisor contributed 
greatly to the acquirement of the secondary data needed in the literature survey. 
 
 
3.4 TARGET POPULATION AND SAMPLING 
 
The population for this treatise represents role-players in the Nelson Mandela Bay area 
involved with the delivery of low-income housing, namely the Eastern Cape Provincial 
Government, the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, the National Home Builders 
Registration Council and Thubelisha Homes. They will be used to capture the opinions 
and perceptions of the respondents on the slow delivery of low-income housing at 
municipality level. 
In Mega Links in Criminal Justice, retrieved from the internet and last updated on the 1 
June 2004, under the heading „Sampling‟ it is recommended that the researcher gather 
as much information as possible about the population, before gathering his sample. 
After this is done, it is important for the researcher to obtain a list or contact information 
on those who are accessible or can be contacted; this is called a sample frame.  
Purposive sampling was chosen for this research, because the researcher specifically 
selected people involved within the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality area to respond to 
the questionnaires. This type of sampling was chosen as it is less demanding on time 
and the cost as compared to other types of sampling. Mouton (2005: 100) states that 
the researcher must decided whether to collect information from the complete 
“population” or only from a sample. The decision whether to cover the whole population 
or only a sample will have an influence on the methodological considerations (such as 
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accuracy and precision) and practical considerations (such as the available time and 
financial resources). 
 
Sixty respondents were chosen for the sample, fifteen from each organisation. The 
fifteen were further divided into five top management, five middle management and five 
inspectors for each organisation involved with low-income housing in the Nelson 
Mandela Bay Municipality area. 
 
 
3.5 DATA INTERPRETATION,  PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 285), the researcher must give reasons why a 
particular method to analyse the data received from the respondents was used and why 
a particular approach has been used. It is important to know what technique was used 
and why it was used. According to Bless and Higson-Smit (1995: 34) data analysis 
takes place when the researcher is interested in findings and what influence the 
response to each item has on the study / research. Bless and Higson-Smit further state 
that the data are presented in terms of the problem, and the data collected must be 
arranged and put into separated groups relating to a particular part of the problem being 
studied.  
 
Dividing the problem into sub-problems, assists in managing the problem as a whole. 
Mouton (2005: 108) agrees by stating that the analysing of data involves dividing them 
into manageable topics, patterns, trends and relationships. The researcher analyses the 
data to understand the different parts of data through an inspection of the relationship 
between ideas, constructs or variables. This is to see whether there are any similarities 
that can be identified or isolated, or to establish themes in the data. 
 
Mouton (2005: 109) further argues that interpretation of data involves the mixture of 
data into larger rational groups. The researcher interprets and explains observations or 
data by formulating hypotheses or theories that account for observed patterns and 
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trends in the data. The reason for data interpretation is to take the results of the survey 
conducted and use the findings to compare it to existing information or research to see 
whether the new interpretation agrees or disagrees with the existing theory. 
 
Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 286) state that once researchers have interpreted and 
presented the facts and figures they believe the work is done that was needed to be 
done. It is certainly important to display the data, but the interpretation of the data is the 
heart of research and without searching into the meaning of the data, no answers of the 
research problem or its sub-problem is possible (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005: 286). 
 
The analysis of the data consisted of the calculation of descriptive statistics to depict the 
frequency distribution and a measure of central tendency relative to five-point Likert 
scale questions. Welman, Kruger and Mitchell (2005: 157) state that the Likert attitude 
scale consists of a collection of statements about the attitudinal object. The responses 
have to indicate the degree to which they agree or disagree with its content on, and in 
this case, a five –point scale which consist of the following: (1) strongly disagree, (2) 
disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree and (5) strongly agree. Collis and Hussey (2003: 212) 
state that the mean is the arithmetical average of the frequency distribution. According 
to Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 260), the arithmetical mean are all the scores added 
together and the sum is divided by the total number of scores. Welman et al (2005: 233) 
agree in stating that the mean is the arithmetical average of a set of scores. They 
further state that the mean is calculated by adding a list of responses and than dividing 
the total by the number of responses.   
 
In Chapter 4, Table 4.3.1.1 to 4.3.4.25 indicate the perceptions of respondents in terms 
of percentage responses to the Likert scale of 1 to 5, as stated above and the 
arithmetical mean score (MS) ranging between 1.00 and 5.00. MSs above the midpoint 
score of 3.00 indicate that in general the responses relate more to the upper (agree to 
strongly) than the lower end (disagree to strongly disagree) of the scale.  However, 
referring to MSs > 3.00 ≤ 5.00 and > 1.00 ≤ 3.00 is generalist in nature, and therefore 
ranges that are more specific are necessary to enable an enhanced overview of the 
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findings.  The range = the highest score – the lowest score, which is 5 – 1 = 4. The 
interquartile ranges is 4(the range) divided by 5, as there are five points, which equates 
to 0.80.  Thus the interquartile ranges and their definitions are:   
  
 4.20 < mean score ≤ 5.00: between agree to strongly agree / strongly agree;   
 3.40 < mean score ≤ 4.20: neutral to agree / agree 
 2.60 < mean score ≤ 3.40: disagree to neutral / neutral  
 1.80 < mean score ≤ 2.60: between strongly disagree to disagree / disagree  
 1.00 < mean score ≤ 1.80: between strongly disagree to disagree  
 
 
3.6 DESIGN OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 190), questionnaires seem to be simple, but 
experience show that it can be difficult to construct and manage. By making a mistake 
or a wrong decision it can lead to data that are difficult to interpret or a very low return 
rate. To prevent this, the researcher followed the twelve guidelines for developing a 
questionnaire as outlined in Leedy and Ormrod (2005: 190) namely;  
 
1) keep it short;  
2) use simple, clear, unambiguous language;  
3) check for unwarranted assumptions implicit in your questions;  
4) word your questions in ways that do not give clues about preferred or more 
desirable  
5) responses;  
6) check for consistency;  
7) determine in advance how you will code the responses;  
8) keep the respondents task simple;  
9) provide clear instructions;  
10) give a rationale for any items whose purpose may be unclear;  
11) make the questionnaire attractive and professional looking;  
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12) conduct a pilot test; and  
13) scrutinise the almost final product carefully to make sure it addresses your 
needs”. 
 
Hofstee (2006: 132) states that questionnaires are a form of structural interviews, but it 
is more controlled as all respondents are asked the same questions and are frequently 
offered the same options in answering. Hofstee further outlines the same guidelines as 
Leedy and Ormrod to ensure that the questionnaire is successful, under the heading, 
“Questionnaire Content” (2006: 133 -134). 
 
The researcher has included a few open-ended questions in the questionnaire, as 
recommended by Hofstee (2006: 133). The questionnaire was based on the literature 
relative to the main problem, as well as the four sub problems. The question response 
options were set up using a 5-point scale, namely: 
 
 1 (strongly disagree),  
 2 (disagree),  
 3 (neutral),  
 4 (agree) and  
 5 (strongly agree), and an „unsure‟ option was provided for all questions. 
 
In conclusion, the researcher explained in this chapter the methods used to carry out 
the research, the importance of collecting data for research, and the difference between 
the two types of data were discussed. Mbaliso (2006: 44) states that the review and 
study of literature and analysis of data collected will ensure the achievement of the 
research aims and objectives, and thus conclusions and recommendations will be built 
from this. The data collected from the questionnaires will be presented in the form of 
figures and analysed through text in chapter four. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter is the report of the results and findings of the questionnaire survey that 
was done among the sample population of sixty potential respondents that are involved 
with delivery of low-income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay municipal area, as 
stated in chapter 3.4. The purpose of the survey was to collect information to obtain the 
views of the people involved in housing delivery and to determine (1) whether the 
respondents agree with the problem and sub-problem statements, and (2) whether the 
views of the respondents support the hypotheses and sub-hypotheses listed in section 
1.3.1 and 1.3.2.  
 
 
 4.2 RESPONSE RATE 
 
Table 4.2.1:  Response rate 
Questionnaires sent Questionnaires received Response Percentage 
60 28 46.70 
 
Sixty questionnaires were circulated to the chosen sample, fifteen from each 
organisation. The fifteen were further divided into five top management, five middle 
management and five inspectors from the Provincial Department of Housing, the Nelson 
Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM), Tubelisha Homes and the National Home Builders 
Registration Council (NHBRC), with a request to each of them to participate in the 
survey. 
 
Table 4.2.1 indicates that 28 of the 60 questionnaires that were circulated, were 
returned, representing a 46.70% response rate. This response rate, if compared to 
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other surveys conducted in the building industry by Buys (2004) – 32.3%, Crafford 
(2002) – 19.3%, Smallwood (2000) – 7.3% and Cumberlege (2006) – 19.5%, appears to 
be favourable. 
 
 
4.3  THE DATA, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The questionnaire was divided into four sections, namely: lack of land and 
infrastructure; inadequate policy development and implementation; lack of capacity in 
municipalities and construction organisations, and inadequate housing processes. The 
following sections present the data, analysis of the data and discussion thereof in 
relation to the problem statement, sub-problems and hypotheses. 
  
 
 4.3.1 Section 1 – Lack of Land and Infrastructure (Physical and Social) 
 
Q.1.1 Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM) do not own land to develop for 
housing 
            
The respondents (46%) were of the opinion that the NMBM does own land to 
develop low income housing. The responses further indicate that 32% of the 
respondents were neutral with a small percentage (3.6%) being unsure whilst 
18% agree that the NMBM do not own land to develop low-income housing 
(Table 4.3.1.1).  The mean score is 2.46, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00 
and the responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty about 
the availability of land that is owned by the Municipality, in fact the strongest 
tendency is that the municipality does own land for low income housing 
developments. 
 
A purposive sampling method was chosen for this questionnaire in order to 
ensure that the views of people who are directly involved in housing delivery are 
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elicited. The high incidence of neutrality in respect of this question amongst the 
respondents is therefore cause for concern, as the availability of land is a 
prerequisite for housing development. Further research to explore this neutral 
stance of a significant portion of the respondents on such a key matter might be 
necessary.   
 
Notwithstanding the significant portion of respondents that expressed a neutral 
opinion in respect of this question, the 46% of respondents who expressed a 
view that the NMBM does own land for low-cost housing development is an 
indicator that a lack of adequate land is not a reason for slow delivery of housing 
in the NMBM. 
  
Table 4.3.1.1: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
3.57 28.57 17.85 32.14 3.57 14.28 0.0 2.46 1.49 
 
 
Q.1.2 The land that NMBM owns or that is available in most situations is far from            
the Central Business District (CBD).             
 
It can be deduced from the results in Table 4.3.1.2 that 71.42% of the 
respondents are of the opinion that the land owned by the NMBM and that might 
be available for development of low-income housing is situated far from the CBD. 
It can further be deduced that 10.65% of the respondents were neutral with 
17.85% not agreeing with the statement. The mean score is 3.82, which is higher 
than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
The responses to this question indicate that even though the NMBM might own 
enough land to develop low-cost housing (refer Q1.1 above), this land is situated 
far from the CBD and is therefore not most suitable for low-cost housing 
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development (Cotton and Franceys, 1991: 13; Nel and Morkel, 2005: 71; and 
ISRDP, 2005: 2) 
 
Table 4.3.1.2: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
0.0 14.28 3.57 10.65 28.57 42.85 0.0 3.82 1.42 
 
Q.1.3 The land is earmarked for industrial use, or it does not have the necessary             
infrastructure to build houses on. 
              
The respondents (39.27%) were of the opinion that the land owned by the NMBM 
is earmarked for industrial use or that the land available does not have the 
necessary infrastructure to build houses on. It can further be deduced that 
32.14% of the respondents were neutral, while 21.42% disagreed with the 
statement. The mean score is 3.14, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00 
(see Table 4.3.1.3) and the responses are distributed, which indicate that there is 
no certainty if the land is earmarked for industrial purpose, or if it has the 
necessary infrastructure to build houses on. More research needs to be done to 
determine whether the available land is suitable for the construction of low-
income housing.  
 
The high level of neutrality (32.14%) is a cause for concern as it indicates that 
one third of the respondents, who were selected, as part of the purposive 
sampling method, for their knowledge of and participation in the housing process 
in the NMBM, do not know whether land owned by the NMBM is suitable for low-
cost housing development. 
 
A majority of respondents (39.27%) believe that land owned by the NMBM is not 
appropriate for low-cost housing development as it is earmarked for industrial 
development or lacks the necessary infrastructure. This will have a retarding 
effect on the process of low-cost housing development (ISRDP, 2005: 2).   
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Table 4.3.1.3: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
7.14 0.0 21.42 32.14 21.42 17.85 0.0 3.14 1.23 
 
Q.1.4 The shortage of land hampers the development of low income housing close to  
services, and other amenities. 
 
It is evident from the responses in Table 4.3.1.4 that a sizeable majority (75%) of 
the respondents agree that the shortage of land hampers the development of 
low-income housing, while 10.71% were neutral and 14.28% disagreed that the 
shortage of land hampers the development of low income housing. The mean 
score is 4.04, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
 
The responses for this question must be contrasted with the responses under 
Q1.1 and the high level of neutrality (32%) scored for that question. Even though 
a sizeable majority (75%) of respondents agree with the statement that shortage 
of land hampers the development of low-income housing, 32% of respondents 
registered a neutral response in respect of whether the NMBM owns land to 
develop for housing.       
 
Table 4.3.1.4: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
0.0 7.14 7.14 10.71 25.0 50.0 0.0 4.04 1.26 
 
Q.1.5 The cost of privately-owned land is high. 
 
Table 4.3.1.5 indicates that a sizeable majority (78.56%) of the respondents 
agree that privately owned land is expensive, while 10.75% were neutral, with 
7.14 % not agreeing and 3.57% were unsure if the cost of privately-owned land is 
high. The mean score is 4.14, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
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This high cost of privately-owned land can have a slowing effect on housing 
delivery as more of the available financial resources must be used for land 
acquisition, reducing the amount left for planning, infrastructure and the top 
structure and thus reducing the number of units that can be constructed. 
    
Table 4.3.1.5: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
3.57 3.57 3.57 10.71 21.42 57.14 0.0 4.14 1.10 
 
Q.1.6 Land is a critical component of the housing delivery process.  
 
An overwhelming majority of the respondents (89.28%) were of the opinion that 
land is a critical component of the housing delivery process, while 7.14% were 
not agreeing that land is a critical component of housing delivery and 3.57% did 
not answer this question. The mean score is 4.67, which is higher than the 
midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.1.6: 
 
The responses for this question must be contrasted with the responses under 
Q1.1 and the high level of neutrality (32%) scored for that question. Even though 
an overwhelming majority (89.28%) of respondents agree with the statement that 
land is a critical component of the housing delivery process, 32% of respondents 
registered a neutral response in respect of whether the NMBM owns land to 
develop for housing. 
 
Table 4.3.1.6: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
0.0 3.57 3.57 0.0 7.14 82.14 3.57 4.67 1.04 
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Q.7  A problem that municipalities face is that wealthy / advantaged communities 
object to the placing of low-income housing near to their areas on the grounds        
of property devaluation and / or environmental concerns. 
 
It can be deduced from the results in Table 4.3.1.7 that 74.99% of the 
respondents are of the opinion that municipalities face a problem in that wealthy / 
advantaged communities object to the placing of low-income housing near to 
their areas on the grounds of property devaluation and / or environmental 
concerns. It can further be deduced that 17.85% of the respondents were neutral 
and 7.14% were unsure whether municipalities face a problem from wealthy / 
advantage communities regarding the placement of low-income housing close 
their areas.  The mean score is 4.14, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.1.7: 
Response (%)  
 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 0.0 0.0 17.85 14.28 60.71 0.0 4.14 0.90 
 
Q.1.8 Physical infrastructure and services support housing development.   
 
Table 4.3.1.8 indicates that 64.28% of the respondents agree that physical 
infrastructure and services support housing delivery, while 17.85% of the 
respondents were neutral and 10.71% were not agreeing that physical 
infrastructure and services support housing development. A further 3.57% of the 
respondents were unsure and 3.57% did not answer this question. The mean 
score is 3.81, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
It is worrying that 35.72% of the respondents, who were selected for their 
involvement in the delivery of low-cost housing in the NMBM as part of a 
purposive sampling exercise were either neutral, disagreed, strongly disagreed 
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or were unsure over whether physical infrastructure and services support 
housing development. 
 
Table 4.3.1.8: 
Response (%) 
 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 3.57 7.14 17.85 25.0 39.28 3.57 3.81 1.30 
 
Q.1.9  Without infrastructure, the living conditions of the poor / people living in low-
income areas, will not improve.    
 
An overwhelming majority of the respondents (92.85%) believe that without 
infrastructure, the living conditions of the poor / people living in low-income 
areas, will not improve, while 3.57% of the respondents do not agree and a 
further 3.57% did not answer this question.  The mean score is 4.74, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.1.9: 
 
Table 4.3.1.9: 
Response (%)  
 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 3.57 0.0 14.28 78.57 3.57 4.74 0.77 
 
Q.1.10   The main role of municipalities in delivering housing is to provide land and   
bulk infrastructure, for low income housing.    
 
A sizeable majority of the respondents (79%) agree that the main role of 
municipalities in delivering housing is to provide bulk infrastructure, while 14.28% 
of the respondents were neutral and 7.14% were not agreeing that the main role 
of municipalities is to provide land and bulk infrastructure for low-income housing. 
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The mean score is 4.21, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00 as can be seen 
in Table 4.3.1.10: 
 
Table 4.3.1.10: 
Response (%) 
 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 3.57 14.28 25.43 53.57 0.0 4.21 1.07 
 
Q.1.11   The housing backlog makes it difficult to keep up with the demand for low-   
income housing. 
 
The responses indicated that a substantial majority (82.14%) of the respondents 
agree that the housing backlog makes it difficult to keep up with the demand for 
housing, while 14.28% of the respondents had no opinion as they were neutral 
and 3.57% were not agreeing that the housing backlog influence the demand for 
low-income housing.  The mean score is 4.29, which is higher than the midpoint 
of 3.00.  See Table 4.3.1.11: 
 
Table 4.3.1.11: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
0.0 3.57 0.0 14.28 28.57 53.57 0.0 4.29 0.98 
 
Q.1.12  Social infrastructures are needed to create sustainable and functional 
communities.   
 
It can be deduced from the responses that a sizeable majority (71.42%) the 
respondents agree that social structures are needed to create sustainable and 
functional communities, while 10.71% did not have an opinion as they were 
neutral, 7.14% of the respondents were not agreeing that social infrastructure are 
needed to create sustainable and functional. A further 7.14% were unsure and 
  57 
3.57% did not complete this question. The mean score is 3.89, which is higher 
than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.1.12: 
 
Table 4.3.1.12: 
Response (%)  
 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 3.57 3.57 10.71 25.0 46.42 3.57 3.89 1.30 
 
Q.1.13   The Local and Provincial Government focus more on the delivery of physical    
infrastructure, than on social development.    
 
Table 4.3.1.13 indicates that 64.27% of the respondents agreed that the local 
and provincial government focus more on the delivery of physical infrastructure, 
than on social development. It can also be deduced from the responses that 
7.14% of the respondents did not have an opinion as they were neutral. A further 
3.57% were unsure, 7.14% did not answer this question while 17.85% were not 
in agreement that local and provincial focus more on physical infrastructure. The 
mean score is 3.54, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.1.13: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 7.14 10.71 7.14 42.85 21.42 7.14 3.54 1.30 
 
Q.1.14   Infrastructure is an important part of adequate housing delivery.    
 
It is clear that an overwhelming majority (92.85%) of the respondents agree that 
infrastructure is an important part of adequate housing delivery, while 3.57% 
were neutral and 3.57% did not complete this question. The mean score is 4.63, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.1.14: 
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Table 4.3.1.14: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 3.57 28.57 64.28 3.57 4.63 0.71 
 
Q.1.15   The Local Government does not succeed in their obligation to provide   
adequate housing.    
 
It is evident from Table 4.3.1.15 that 49.99% of the respondents were of the 
opinion that Government do not succeed in their obligation to provide adequate 
housing. It was also notable that 25.01% percent of the respondents were 
neutral, while 17.85% were not agreeing, 3.57% were unsure and 3.57% did not 
complete this question. It is a concerning factor that 25.01% of the respondents 
were neutral, as this will have a negative influence on the true reflection whether 
government is succeeding in providing adequate housing,  although the tendency 
leans more to that government is not succeeding in delivering adequate housing. 
The mean score is 3.33, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
  
Table 4.3.1.15: 
Response (%)   
Mean 
score 
 
Standard 
deviation 
Unsure  Strongly 
disagree  
Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 10.71 7.14 25.01 28.57 21.42 3.57 3.33 1.46 
 
Q.1.16   The slow housing and service delivery proves that the SA Government is failing  
    on their responsibility to provide adequate housing for low-income people.    
 
Table 4.3.1.16 indicates that the responses are distributed, as 35.71% of the 
respondents are not sure, while 32.14% agree that the slow housing and service 
delivery proves that the SA Government is failing on their responsibility to provide 
adequate housing for low-income people, with 28.56% not agreeing 3.57% did 
not complete this question. More research needs to be done, to establish 
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whether government is failing on their responsibility to provide adequate housing. 
The mean score is 3.11, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.1.16: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 17.85 10.71 35.71 7.14 25.0 3.57 3.11 1.57 
 
Q.1.18   The fact that Government does not own land, hamper the development of low-     
    income housing close to services and well located sites.   
 
Table 4.3.1.17 indicates that 49.99% of the respondents agree that the fact that 
Government does not own land, hamper the development of low-income housing 
close to services and well located sites, while 21.42% of the respondents did not 
have an opinion as they were neutral, 3.57% were unsure and 3.57% did not 
complete this question. It is further deduced that 21.42% of the respondents were 
not agreeing that the fact that Government do not own land, hamper the 
development of low-income housing close to services and well located sites.  
 
The responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty whether 
the fact that Government does not own land, hamper the development of low-
income housing close to services and well located sites. More research needs to 
be done to establish whether the fact that Government do not own land is 
hampering housing development. The mean score is 3.30, which is higher than 
the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.1.17: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 17.85 3.57 21.42 21.42 28.57 3.57 3.30 1.64 
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Q.1.19   The high cost of privately-owned land, hamper the development of low-income 
   housing close to services and well located sites.  
 
Table 4.3.1.18 indicates that a sizeable majority (74.99%) of the respondents 
agree, that the high cost of privately-owned land, hamper the development of 
low-income housing close to services and well located sites. It further indicates 
that 10.71% of the respondents did not have an opinion as they were neutral, 
while 7.14% did not agree, 3.57% were unsure and 3.57% did not complete the 
question. The mean score is 3.96, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.1.18: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 7.14 0.0 10.71 32.14 42.85 3.57 3.96 1.27 
 
Q.1.20   In your opinion, to what percentage is physical infrastructure for low-income  
   houses provided in Nelson Mandela Bay? 
 
According to the survey results, most of the respondents stated that in the NMBM 
area between 41-60 percent of physical infrastructure is provided for low-income 
housing and in second place was between 21-40 percent, which means that the 
NMBM do not provide adequate housing to all communities and that housing 
delivery is not succeeding. The mean score is 2.92, which is higher than the 
midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.1.19: 
 
Table 4.3.1.19: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 10.71 21.42 28.57 3.57 7.14 3.57 2.92 1.50 
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Q.1.20.1 In your opinion, to what percentage is social infrastructure for low-income  
    houses provided in Nelson Mandela Bay? 
 
It is evident in Table 4.3.1.19.1 that t 35.71% of the respondents were of the 
opinion  that between 41-60%  of households in low income communities have 
access to social infrastructure, followed by 25%  indicating that 1-20 percent of 
households have access to social infrastructure and 21.42%  believe that 21-
40%  of house holds in low-income communities have access to social 
infrastructure. 
 
 A further 10.71% of the respondents stated that 61-80 percent of households 
have access to social infrastructure. The respondents were divided  on the 
percentage of communities with social infrastructure., but it still show that the 
NMBM do not deliver adequate housing to low-income communities as there are 
still communities without social infrastructure. It is also noted that the results is 
not a true reflection of what is happen at low-income housing developments. The 
mean score is 2.35, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.1.19.1: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 25.0 21.42 35.71 10.71 0.0 7.14 2.35 1.57 
 
Q.1.21   What percentage of people living in low income housing in the NMBM area has 
             basic infrastructure (water, sanitation, electricity, waste management)?     
 
Q.1.21.1   Percentage intervals for water 
 
Table 4.3.1.20.1 indicates that 3.57% of the respondents stated that 1-20% of 
physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, while 
7.14% t stated that 21-40% is provided, 28.57% stated that 41-60% is provided 
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and 28.57 percent stated that 61-80% is provided, 21.43% stated that 81-100% 
is provided and 10.71 percent did not express a view. The mean score is 3.64, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. The responses are distributed, which 
indicate that there is no certainty about the percentage of people living in low 
income housing areas without water in the Nelson Mandela Bay area.    
 
Table 4.3.1.20.1: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 7.14 28.57 28.57 21.42 10.71 3.64 1.47 
 
Q.1.21.2   Percentage intervals for sanitation 
 
The responses indicate at 3.57%of the respondents were of the opinion that 1-
20% of physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, 
while 10.71% stated that 21-40% is provided, 46.43% stated that 41-60% is 
provided and 14.29% stated that 61-80% is provided, 14.29% stated that 81-
100% is provided and 10.71% did not express a view. The mean score is 3.28, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. The responses are distributed, which 
indicate that there is no certainty about the percentage of people living without 
sanitation in low income areas in the Nelson Mandela Bay area. See Table 
4.3.1.20.2: 
 
Table 4.3.1.20.2: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 10.71 46.42 14.28 14.28 10.71 3.28 1.52 
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Q.1.21.3   Percentage intervals for electricity 
 
Table 4.3.1.20.3 indicate that 10.71%  of the respondents stated that 1-20% of 
physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, while 
14.29%  stated that 21-40% is provided, 32.14%  stated that 41-60% is provided 
and 14.29%  stated that 61-80% is provided, 21.43%  stated that 81-100% is 
provided and 7.14%  did not express a view. The mean score is 3.23, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. . It was further noted that the responses are 
distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty about the percentage of 
people living without electricity in low income communities in the Nelson Mandela 
Bay area.   
 
Table 4.3.1.20.3: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 10.71 14.28 32.14 14.28 21.42 7.14 3.23 1.60 
 
Q.1.21.4   Percentage intervals for waste management 
 
It can be deduced from the responses that 7.14% of the respondents stated that 
1-20% of physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, 
while 32.14% stated that 21-40% is provided, 21.43% stated that 41-60% is 
provided, 14.29% stated that 61-80% is provided and 14.29% stated that 81-
100% is provided and 10.71% did not express a view. The mean score is 2.96, 
which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. It can further be deduced from that the 
responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty about the 
percentage of people living without waste management in low income areas in 
the Nelson Mandela Bay area.   See Table 4.3.1.20.4:  
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Table 4.3.1.20.4: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 7.14 32.14 21.42 14.28 14.28 10.71 2.96 1.73 
 
Q.1.22   What percentage of people living in low income housing in the NMBM area has         
 basic social infrastructure (roads, schools, health care services, sport fields)? 
 
Q.1.22.1   Percentage intervals for roads 
 
Table 4.3.21.1 indicates that 17.86% of the respondents was of the opinion that 
1-20% of physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, 
while 14.29% believed that 21-40% is provided, 25.00% stated that 41-60% is 
provided and 25.00% stated that 61-80% is provided, 10.71% stated that 81-
100% is provided and 7.14% did not express a view. The mean score is 2.96, 
which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. . The responses are distributed, which 
indicate that there is no certainty about percentage of people living in low income 
housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay area with out roads.   
 
Table 4.3.1.21.1: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 17.85 14.28 25.0 25.0 10.71 7.14 2.96 1.64 
 
Q.1.22.2   Percentage intervals for schools 
 
It is evident from the responses that 17.86% of the respondents was of the 
opinion that 1-20% of physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-
income houses, while 32.14% was of the view that 21-40% is provided, 7.14% 
stated that 41-60% is provided and 28.57% stated that 61-80% is provided, 
7.14% stated that 81-100% is provided and 7.14 percent did not express a view. 
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The mean score is 2.73, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. The results 
show that the responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty 
about the percentage of people living in low income areas with out schools in the 
Nelson Mandela Bay area.   See Table 4.3.1.21.2: 
 
Table 4.3.1.21.2: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 17.85 32.14 7.14 28.57 7.14 7.14 2.73 1.68 
 
Q.1.22.3   Percentage intervals for health care services 
 
Table 4.3.1.21.3 indicates that 14.29% of the respondents stated that 1-20% of 
physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, while 
39.29% stated that 21-40% is provided, 7.14% stated that 41-60% is provided 
and 21.43% stated that 61-80% is provided, 7.14% stated that 81-100% is 
provided and 10.71% did not express a view. The mean score is 2.64, which is 
lower than the midpoint of 3.00.  The responses are distributed, which indicate 
that there is no certainty about the percentage of people living with out heath 
care services in low income areas in the Nelson Mandela Bay area.  
 
Table 4.3.1.21.3: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 14.28 39.28 7.14 21.42 7.14 10.71 2.64 1.81 
 
Q.1.22.4   Percentage intervals for sport fields 
 
It can be deduced from the responses that 28.57% of the respondents stated that 
1-20% of physical infrastructure is provided by the NMBM to low-income houses, 
while 25.00% stated that 21-40% is provided, 10.72% stated that 41-60% is 
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provided and 21.43% stated that 61-80% is provided, 3.57% stated that 81-100% 
is provided and 10.71% did not express a view. The mean score is 2.40, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. It was further noted that the responses are 
distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty about the percentage of 
people living in low income area were there is no sports fields in the Nelson 
Mandela Bay area. See Table 4.3.1.21.4: 
 
Table 4.3.1.21.4: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 28.57 25.0 10.71 21.42 3.57 10.71 2.40 1.89 
 
 
4.3.2 Section 2 – Inadequate Policy Development and Implementation 
 
Q.1.2  The pre-1994 government left a phenomenal housing backlog in South  
 Africa.              
 
According to the survey results most (64.27%) of the respondents agree that the 
pre-1994 government left a phenomenal housing backlog. As stated in the 
literature review, the pre-1994 government through its policies ensured that black 
South Africans was located far from the CBD and also did not allow them to own 
land or houses. It was also noted that 17.85% of the respondents were neutral, 
while 10.71% disagreed and 7.14% were unsure. The mean score is 3.71, which 
is higher than the midpoint of 3.00 See Table 4.3.2.1: 
 
Table 4.3.2.1: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 7.14 3.57 17.85 17.85 46.42 0.0 3.71 1.32 
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Q.2.2  The slow housing delivery since 1994 (less then 350 000 houses per year)  
            contributes to the housing backlog.              
 
Table 4.3.2.2 indicates that a substantial majority (82.13%) of the respondents 
agree, that the slow delivery of housing since 1994, contributes to the housing 
backlog, while 10.71% of the respondents were neutral and 7.14% disagreed that 
the slow housing delivery contributes to the housing backlog. The mean score is 
4.07, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.2.2: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 7.14 0.0 10.71 42.85 39.28 0.0 4.07 1.08 
 
Q.2.3  The large number of informal settlements reflects the failure of housing policy  
  implementation.              
 
Table 4.3.2.3 indicates that 49.99% of the respondents agree that the large 
number of informal settlements reflects the failure of housing policy 
implementation. It was also noted that 25% of the respondents were neutral, 
while 3.57% were unsure and 21.42% disagreed with the statement. The mean 
score is 3.46, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. The responses are 
distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty if the large number of informal 
settlements reflects the failure of housing policy, although strongest tendency is 
that the large number of informal settlements reflects the failure of housing policy 
implementation.   
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Table 4.3.2.3: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 7.14 14.28 25.0 14.28 35.71 0.0 3.46 1.38 
 
Q.2.4  Multiplicity and duplication of legislation have a negative effect on housing  
delivery? 
 
The responses received indicate that 49.99%of the respondents agree that 
multiplicity and duplication of legislation have a negative effect on housing 
delivery, while 28.57% of the respondents were neutral, 17.85% do not agree 
that multiplicity and duplication of legislation have a negative effect on housing 
delivery and a further 3.57% were unsure.     The mean score is 3.32, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.2.4: 
 
As stated before it is worrisome that people that is involved in delivering housing 
and was chosen for this fact did not express an opinion.  
 
Table 4.3.2.4: 
Response (%)   
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  Missing 
3.57 7.14 10.71 28.57 32.14 17.85 0.0 3.32 1.23 
 
Q.2.5  For housing policies to be successfully implemented by municipalities, it must   
  form part of the Integrated Development Plan.                   
 
The responses received indicate that a substantial majority (89.28%) of the 
respondents agree that housing delivery can only be successful at municipal 
level, if it forms part of the Integrated Development Plan, as this is the tool that 
municipalities used to fight poverty and to develop communities, while 7.14% of 
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the respondents disagree and 3.57% were neutral. The mean score is 4.29, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.2.5: 
  
Table 4.3.2.5: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 0.0 7.14 0.0 25.0 64.28 0.0 4.29 0.92 
 
Q.2.6  The Integrated Development Plan (IDP) is the local government‟s (municipalities)  
 main instrument to reduce poverty.   
 
It can be deduced from the responses that most (64.28%) respondents agreed 
that the IDP, is the local government‟s (municipalities) main instrument to reduce 
poverty, while 17.85% of the respondents were neutral, 10.71% disagreed that 
the IDP is the local government‟s (municipalities) main instrument to reduce 
poverty and 7.14% were unsure.  The mean score is 3.68, which is higher than 
the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.2.6: 
 
Table 4.3.2.6: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 0.0 10.71 17.85 28.57 35.71 0.0 3.68 1.13 
 
Q.2.7  Housing policies and strategies cannot be properly implemented due to the 
fact that the housing departments at municipal level do not get the necessary  
support from other departments.  
 
Table 4.3.2.7 indicates that 35.70% of the respondents agree that housing 
policies and strategies cannot be properly implemented due to the fact that the 
housing departments at municipal level do not get the necessary support from 
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other departments, while 28.57% of the respondents were neutral, 28.56% 
disagreed and 7.14% were unsure. The mean score is 2.82, which is lower than 
the midpoint of 3.00. The results show that the responses are distributed, which 
indicate that there is no certainty whether housing policies and strategies cannot 
be properly implemented due to the fact that the housing departments at 
municipal level do not get the necessary support from other departments.  
 
It is worrisome that 64.27% of the respondents, who were selected for their 
involvement in the delivery of low-cost housing in the NMBM as part of a 
purposive sampling exercise were either neutral, disagreed, strongly disagreed 
or were unsure over whether housing policies and strategies cannot be properly 
implemented due to the fact that the housing departments at municipal level do 
not get the necessary support from other departments, more research needs to 
be done. 
 
Table 4.3.2.7: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 17.85 10.71 28.57 21.42 14.28 0.0 2.82 1.50 
 
Q.2.8  The fact that the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality do not have full accreditation  
  slows down housing delivery. 
 
Table 4.3.2.8 indicates that 42.85% of the respondents agree that the fact the 
NMBM do not have full accreditation slows down housing delivery, while 21.42% 
of the respondents were neutral and  28.56% disagreed that because NMBM did 
not have full accreditation, slows down housing delivery. A further 7.14% of the 
respondents were unsure. The mean score is 2.92, which is lower than the 
midpoint of 3.00. The responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no 
certainty about whether the fact that NMBM do not have full accreditation slows 
  71 
down housing delivery.  The worrying factor is that 21.42% of the respondents 
who are involved in housing delivery do not know whether full accreditation will 
help or slow down housing delivery.  
 
Table 4.3.2.8: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 21.42 7.14 21.42 17.85 25.0 0.0 2.96 1.64 
 
Q.2.9  The lack of a coherent overall housing strategy contributes to confusion and  
  breakdown in delivery? 
 
The responses received indicate that the responses were distributed, as 32.19% 
of the respondents agreed that the lack of a coherent overall housing strategy 
contributes to confusion and breakdown in delivery, while 39.28% of the 
respondents were neutral and 17.85% disagreed that the lack of coherent 
housing strategy contributes to confusion and breakdown in housing delivery.  
 
A further 7.14% of the respondents were unsure and 3.57% did not express a 
view.  It is not clear whether the lack of coherent housing strategies contribute to 
confusion and breakdown in housing delivery and more research must be done. 
See Table 4.3.2.9: The mean score is 2.92, which is lower than the midpoint of 
3.00. 
 
Table 4.3.2.9: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 7.14 10.71 39.28 10.71 21.42 3.57 3.07 1.49 
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Q.2.10 The „Breaking New Ground‟ policies will help to speed up delivery?  
 
The responses indicate that a sizeable majority (71.42%) of the respondents 
believe that the „Breaking New Ground‟ policies will help to speed up delivery, 
while 21.42% of the respondents were neutral and 7.14% disagreed that housing 
delivery will be improved by the „Breaking New Ground‟. See Table 4.3.2.10: The 
mean score is 4.07, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
 
Table 4.3.2.10: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 7.14 21.42 28.57 42.85 0.0 4.07 0.97 
 
Q.2.11 Unemployment and the housing backlog are rising. 
              
Table 4.3.2.11 indicates that a substantial majority (82.14%) of the respondents 
were of the opinion that unemployment and the housing backlog are rising, while 
7.14% of the respondents were neutral and 10.71% did not agree that 
unemployment and the housing backlog are rising. The mean score is 4.18, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
 
Table 4.3.2.11: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 7.14 3.57 7.14 28.57 53.57 0.0 4.18 1.18 
 
Q.2.12   Municipal housing departments lose track of policies.  
 
It can be deduced from the responses that 46.42% of the respondents agree that 
municipal housing departments lose track of housing policies, while 21.42% of 
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the respondents were neutral, 24.99% disagreed that municipalities lose crack of 
housing policies and 7.14% were unsure if municipalities lose crack of policies. 
The respondents are distributed were, which indicate that there is no certainty if 
municipal housing departments lose track of policies. The mean score is 3.18, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.2.12: 
 
Table 4.3.2.12: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 10.71 14.28 21.42 17.85 28.57 0.0 3.18 1.49 
 
Q.2.13   Municipal employees do not understand or know the housing policy.  
 
It can be deduced from the responses that 42.85% of the respondents agree that 
municipal employees do not understand or know the housing policy, while 
25.00% of the respondents were neutral, 17.85% disagreed that municipal 
employees do not understand or know housing policies. A further 10.71% of the 
respondents were unsure and 3.57% did not express a view. The respondents 
are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty if municipal employees 
understand or know the housing policies. The mean score is 3.57, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.2.13: 
 
Table 4.3.2.13: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
10.71 14.28 3.57 25.0 28.57 14.28 3.57 3.29 1.60 
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Q.2.14   The shrinking size of households increases the demand for housing.  
 
Table 4.3.2.14 indicate that 42.85% of the respondents agreed and 42.85% were 
neutral whether the shrinking size of households increases the demand for 
housing, while 7.14% of the respondents disagree that the shrinking size of 
households increases the demand for houses and 7.14% were unsure. The 
respondents are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty if the size of 
households influences the demand for housing. The mean score is 3.62, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.2.14: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 3.57 3.57 42.85 17.85 25.0 0.0 3.62 1.19 
 
Q.2.15   Inflation is another reason why housing policies fail.  
 
Table 4.3.2.1 indicate that 24.99% of the respondents were of the opinion that 
inflation is another reason why housing policies fail, while 39.28% were neutral 
and 32.14% do not agree inflation have any influence on the failure of housing 
policies. A further 3.57% of the respondents were unsure.  The respondents are 
distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty whether inflation influence the 
failure of housing policies. The mean score is 2.78, which is lower than the 
midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.2.15: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 25.0 7.14 39.28 14.28 10.71 0.0 2.78 1.42 
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Q.2.16   It is more and more difficult for low to middle income people to get houses in  
    the conventional way (in the private market).  
 
The responses indicate that a sizeable majority (71.42%) of the respondents is of 
the opinion that it is more and more difficult for low to middle income people to 
get houses in the conventional way (in the private market), while 10.71% of the 
respondents were neutral and 14.28% did not agree that it is getting more difficult 
to get houses in the conventional way. A further 3.57% of the respondents were 
unsure. The mean score is 2.78, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. See 
Table 4.3.2.16: 
 
Table 4.3.2.16: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 3.57 10.71 10.71 32.14 39.28 0.0 3.96 1.20 
 
Q.2.17   Poor planning is the cause for inadequate implementation housing policies    
    and strategies.  
 
It can be deduced from the responses that 71.42% of the respondents agree that 
poor planning is the cause for inadequate implementation of housing policies and 
strategies, while 14.28% of the respondents were neutral and 14.28% disagreed 
that poor planning is the cause that housing policies and strategies are not 
implemented properly. The mean score is 2.78, which is lower than the midpoint 
of 3.00. See Table 4.3.2.17: 
  
Table 4.3.2.17: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 10.71 3.57 14.28 32.14 39.28 0.0 3.86 1.29 
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Q.2.18   Housing policies are not implemented adequately.   
 
It is clear from the responses received that a sizeable majority (78.57%) of the 
respondents agree that housing policies are not implemented adequately, while 
7.14% disagreed that housing policies are implemented adequately and 14.28% 
were unsure. See Table 4.3.2.18: 
 
Table 4.3.2.18: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Data type Unsure  Yes No 
Percentage (%) 14.28 78.57 7.14 
Respondents (No.) 4 22 2 
 
Q.2.19   Are municipalities suitable organisations to deliver housing?   
 
The responses indicate that 50.00% of the respondents agreed that 
municipalities are suitable organisations to deliver housing, while 42.85% of the 
respondents disagreed that municipalities are suitable to deliver housing and 
7.14% were unsure. See Table 4.3.2.19: 
 
Table 4.3.2.19: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Data type Unsure  Yes No 
Percentage (%) 7.14 50.0 42.85 
Respondents (No.) 2 14 12 
 
Q.2.19.1 Please explain your response to the previous question (question 2.19).  
 
The survey results show that 7 of the respondents did not express a view, 1 was 
unsure and the following is the view that other 20 respondents expressed; 
 
According to respondent 1, municipalities sometimes do not even know of the 
existence of certain policies to unblock certain bottlenecks. Respondent 2 stated 
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that municipalities lack capacity to implement policies adequately. Respondent 3 
said, if policies were implemented adequately, there would not be slow service 
delivery. Respondent 4 said, yes, due to other factors other than the knowledge 
and understanding of implementation. Respondent 5 stated that he does not 
think that it is poor planning, but NMBM has to take low-income housing very 
seriously because the beneficiaries do not have money to buy houses and 
cannot rectify / maintain houses of poor quality. Respondent 6 stated that post 
1994; municipalities have stopped being business-driven.  
 
They became politically-driven, councillors have become officials who manipulate 
the day-to-day running of the municipality, and officials have allowed it to 
happen. Respondent 7 agree with respondent 2 that municipalities lack capacity. 
Respondent 8 stated that adequate implementation would result in adequate 
housing. Respondent 9 stated that municipalities are suitable to deliver, but they 
need more technical experience, training and resources. Respondent 10 stated 
that slow delivery of houses and large number of informal settlements reflects 
failure of housing policy and strategic implementation.  
 
Respondent 11 stated that there is failure to implement the housing deposit of 
R2479.00 as a form of contribution by beneficiaries. Beneficiaries sell their 
houses and go back to informal settlements. Housing projects still developed 
away from cities and limited social infrastructure all contributes that housing 
policies are not implemented adequately. Respondent 12 stated that a number of 
different role players and agencies are involved in implementing housing policies 
from National Government co-ordination of these is import for policies to be 
implemented adequately. 
 
 According to respondent 13, the slow delivery of housing show that policies are 
not implemented or are misunderstood by the different role players. According to 
respondent 14, housing policies are not implemented adequately because of 
greediness by politicians is the major problem, including top officials of the 
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municipality. He / she further state that there is a lack of support from the 
leadership and this also hamper the housing industry in the Eastern Cape.  
Respondent 15 stated that some of the staff does not have the qualifications and 
the municipality is to close to the community. According to respondent 16, 
employees do not have a clear understanding of housing policies, information is 
not filtered down to the workers on the ground, as a result good strategies that 
are at National level are not implemented. Respondent 17 stated that the growing 
backlog is proving that housing policies and strategies are not implemented.  
 
According to respondent 18, more projects are being implemented wrongly 
because of non implementation of housing policies, hence the poor quality of 
houses being delivered, as there is no involvement of quality custodians 
(NHBRC). According to respondent 19, municipalities are implementers of 
government policies.  
 
They are the last tier of government and are the closer to the communities and 
for this reason can manage the interaction with citizens better. Respondent 20 
stated that currently the municipalities are the best vehicle to deliver housing due 
to housing policy implementation and infrastructure. He / she further states that in 
future development structures must include private sector involvement with 
municipalities. 
 
 
4.3.3 Section 3 – Lack of capacity in municipalities and construction   
 organisations  
 
Q.3.1 As per Act 107 of 1997, municipalities in the Eastern Cape do not get the  
necessary support from Provincial Government.              
 
It can be deduced from the responses that 35.67% of the respondents do not 
agree that municipalities in the Eastern Cape do not get the necessary support 
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from the Provincial Government, while 23.14% of the respondents were neutral 
and 28.57% agreed that municipalities do not get the necessary support from the 
Provincial Government. A further 14.28% of the respondents were unsure.  The 
responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty if 
municipalities get the necessary support from the Provincial Government. The 
mean score is 2.71, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.1: 
 
Table 4.3.3.1: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
14.28 28.57 7.14 21.42 17.85 10.71 0.0 2.71 1.78 
 
Q.3.2  The Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM) does not have the necessary 
  capacity to deliver low-income housing.  
          
Table 4.3.3.2 indicates that most (49.99%) of the respondents agree that the 
NMBM do not have the necessary capacity to deliver low-income housing, while 
17.85% of the respondents were neutral and 32.13% disagreed that capacity is a 
problem to deliver housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay area. The mean score is 
3.21, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. 
 
Table 4.3.3.2: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 14.28 17.85 17.85 32.14 17.85 0.0 3.21 1.34 
 
Q.3.3  The NMBM does not have full accreditation because of the lack of capacity.  
 
The responses indicate that 32.13% of the respondents agree that the NMBM do 
not have full accreditation because of the lack of capacity, while 28.57% of the 
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respondents were neutral, and 24.99% disagreed that the lack of capacity is the 
reason NMBM do not have full accreditation. A further 10.71% of the 
respondents were unsure and 3.57% did not express a view. The responses are 
distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty that capacity is the cause that 
the NMBM do not have full accreditation. The mean score is 3.00, which is equal 
to the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.3: 
 
Table 4.3.3.3: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
10.71 17.85 7.14 28.57 21.42 10.71 3.57 3.00 1.68 
 
Q.3.4  The fact that establish contractors (WBHO, Grinaker, etc.) are not part of the  
  housing delivery processes slow down delivery. 
 
Table 4.3.3.4 indicates that most, 64.28% of the respondents agree the fact that 
establishes contractors are not part of the housing delivery process, slow down 
delivery, while 7.14% of the respondents were neutral and 28.56% disagreed that 
because establish contractors are not involve with housing delivery, delivery is 
slow. The mean score is 3.57, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See 
Table 4.3.3.4: 
 
Table 4.3.3.4: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 14.28 14.28 7.14 28.57 35.71 0.0 3.57 1.47 
 
Q.3.5  New contractors involved with housing delivery, do not have the capacity to  
 deliver low-income houses.  
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Table 4.3.3.5 indicates that a sizeable majority (78.57%) of the respondents was 
of the opinion that new contractors involved with housing delivery, do not have 
the capacity to deliver low-income houses, while 3.57% of the respondents were 
neutral and 17.85% disagreed that new contractors do not have the capacity to 
deliver low-income houses. The mean score is 4.00, which is higher than the 
midpoint of 3.00. 
 
Table 4.3.3.5: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 14.28 3.57 3.57 25.0 53.57 0.0 4.00 1.44 
 
Q.3.6 The fact that most qualified artisans are reaching retirement age will 
           have a negative effect on housing delivery. 
 
The respondents (57.14%) were of the opinion that the fact that most qualified 
artisans are reaching retirement age will have a negative effect on housing 
delivery, while 17.85% of the respondents were neutral and 24.99% do not agree 
that the fact that most qualified artisans are reaching retirement age, have a 
negative effect on housing delivery. The mean score is 2.46, which is lower than 
the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.6:  
 
Table 4.3.3.6: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 17.85 7.14 17.85 28.57 28.57 0.0 3.43 1.45 
 
Q.3.7   No systems are in place to capacitate employees of municipalities to deliver 
  better quality work.  
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Table 4.3.3.7 indicates that 53.57% of the respondents agree that there are no 
systems in place to capacitate employees of municipalities to deliver better 
quality work, while 10.71% of the respondents were neutral and 28.56% 
disagreed that no systems in place to capacitate municipal employees. A further 
3.57% of the respondents were unsure and 3.57% did not express a view. The 
mean score is 3.42, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
 
Table 4.3.3.7: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 10.71 17.85 10.71 28.57 25.0 3.57 3.42 1.56 
 
Q.3.8  A shortage of staff is the reason why municipalities do not have the capacity  
  to deliver low-income housing.  
 
The responses indicate that 49.99% of the respondents agree that a shortage of 
staff is the reason why municipalities do not have the capacity to deliver low-
income housing, while 14.28%of the respondents were neutral and 28.56% 
disagree that a shortage staff is the reason that municipalities do not have 
capacity to deliver houses. A further 7.14% of the respondents were unsure. The 
mean score is 3.23, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.8: 
 
Table 4.3.3.8: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
7.14 21.42 7.14 14.28 28.57 21.42 0.0 3.23 1.62 
 
Q.3.9  The fact that locally based people must be employed to develop their skills  
  slows down housing delivery.  
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The responses indicate that most (57.14%) of the respondents agreed that 
locally based people must be employed to develop their skills and this slow down 
housing delivery, while 25% of the respondents were neutral and 17.85% 
disagree that employing locally based people  to develop skills slow down 
housing delivery. The mean score is 3.61, which is higher than the midpoint of 
3.00. See Table 4.3.3.9: 
 
As indicate before, the worrying factor is the amount of responses that are 
neutral, as the respondents are all involve with housing delivery and they do not 
have a view on whether employing people from the local community will slow 
down housing delivery. 
 
Table 4.3.3.9: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
 Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 10.71 7.14 25.0 25.0 32.14 0.0 3.61 1.31 
 
Q.3.10   Experienced „white managers‟ made way for inexperienced „black managers.‟  
This has left a void, because there is no mentorship or training process in    
place, for new managers in the housing delivery processes.  
 
The responses were divided on whether a void was left when „white managers‟ 
made way for inexperienced „black managers‟, because no mentorship or training 
processes were in place. The responses indicate that 42.86% of the respondents 
agreed with the above, 21.43%were neutral and 28.57 disagreed that a void was 
left when „white managers‟ made way for „black managers‟ . A further 3.57% 
were unsure and 3.57% did not express a view. More research needs to be done 
to find out if the above statement, that „white managers‟ left a void when they 
made way for inexperience „black managers‟ are true. The mean score is 3.57, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.10: 
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Table 4.3.3.10: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 17.85 10.71 21.42 28.57 14.28 3.57 3.00 1.59 
 
Q.3.11 The NMBM does not have full accreditation because of the lack of capacity.  
 
Table 4.3.3.11 indicate that a sizeable majority (71.43%) of the respondents 
agree that the lack of capacity is the cause why NMBM do not have full 
accreditation, while 14.28% of the respondents were neutral, 10.71% disagreed 
that capacity is the cause that NMBM do not have full accreditation and 3.57% 
were unsure. The mean score is 3.00, which is equal to the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
The responses to this question indicate that the NMBM does not have full 
accreditation because of the lack of capacity, but the responses were distributed 
on a similar question (refer Q3.3), which indicate that there is no certainty that 
capacity is the cause that the NMBM do not have full accreditation or questions 
were randomly filled in.  
 
Table 4.3.3.11: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 7.14 3.57 14.28 32.14 39.28 0.0 3.82 1.23 
 
Q.3.12   The lack of training facilities for artisans / tradesmen affect quality and  
    delivery of low-income housing.  
 
Table 4.3.3.12 indicate that a substantial majority (89.29%) of the respondents 
were of the opinion that the lack of training facilities for artisans / tradesman 
affect quality and delivery of low-income housing, while 14.28% of the 
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respondents were neutral, 10.71% disagreed that the lack of training falities for 
artisans affect the quality and delivering of houses and 3.57% were unsure. The 
mean score is 3.00, which is equal to the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.3.12: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 0.0 7.14 39.28 50.0 0.0 4.32 0.90 
 
Q.3.13   A number of houses in the Eastern Cape have to be fixed or re-built, because 
    of unskilled people building them.   
 
It is clear from the responses that are a number of houses that needs to be fixed, 
due to unskilled builders constructing them, as a substantial majority (89.29%) of 
the respondents agree that houses needs to be remedied because of unskilled 
labour, while 7.14% of the respondents were neutral and 3.57% disagreed that 
houses must be fixed because of unskilled labour building them.  The mean 
score is 3.61, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.13:  
 
Table 4.3.3.13: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 7.14 3.57 32.14 53.57 0.0 4.25 1.07 
 
Q.3.14 Housing officials are not suitably educated for their positions.   
 
It can be deduced from the responses that the respondents were divided as 
46.42% of the respondents agree that housing officials are not suitably educated 
for their positions, while 35.72% of the respondents disagreed that housing 
officials are not suitably educated for their positions, 14.28% were neutral and 
3.57% were unsure. More research needs to be conducted to see whether 
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housing officials are suitably educated for their positions. The mean score is 
2.93, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.3.14: 
 
Table 4.3.3.14: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 25.0 10.71 14.28 28.57 17.85 0.0 2.93 1.58 
 
Q.3.15   People tendering to build new housing projects do not need experience or 
    qualifications to tender.    
 
Table 4.3.3.15 indicates that most (64.28%) of the respondents disagreed that 
people tendering to build new houses do not need experience or qualifications to 
tender, while 24.99% agree that people tendering to build new houses do not 
need experience or qualifications, 7.14% were neutral and 3.57% were unsure. 
The mean score is 2.18, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.3.15: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 50.0 14.28 7.14 7.14 17.85 0.0 2.18 1.72 
 
4.2.3.16 Housing delivery at municipality level is slow.   
 
The responses indicate that most (60.72%) of the respondents agree that 
housing delivery at municipality level is slow, while 7.14% of the respondents 
disagreed that housing delivery is slow at municipal level and 28.57% were 
neutral. The mean score is 3.89, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See 
Table 4.3.3.16: 
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The high number of neutral responses is also at this question a worrying factor, 
as the respondents who are involve with deliver did not express a view. 
 
Table 4.3.3.16: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 7.14 0.0 28.57 25.0 39.28 0.0 3.89 1.16 
 
Q.3.17   In the Nelson Mandela Bay, many of the housing projects are on hold  
    because contractors do not fulfil their contractual obligations.    
 
It is evident from the responses in Table 4.3.3.17 that a sizeable majority 
(78.58%) of the respondents agree that in the Nelson Mandela Bay, many of the 
housing projects are on hold because contractors do not fulfil their contractual 
obligations, while 14.28% of the respondents disagreed that projects were on 
hold because contractors do not fulfil their contractual obligations and 7.14% 
were neutral. The mean score is 3.89, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
  
Table 4.3.3.17: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 14.28 0.0 7.14 39.28 39.28 0.0 3.89 1.34 
 
Q.3.17.1   If you agree that some projects are placed on hold, in your opinion, what  
       percentage of projects is on hold? 
 
Table 4.3.3.17.1 indicate that 14.28% of the respondents are of the opinion that 
between 21-40% of the projects are hold, while 35.71% of the respondent are of 
the opinion 21-40% of the projects are on hold, 32.14% stated that between 41-
  88 
60% are on hold and 10.71% believe that 61-80% are on hold. The mean score 
is 2.30, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.3.17.1: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
1-20%  
 
21-40%  
 
41-60% 
 
61-80% 
 
81-100%  
Missing 
0.0 14.28 35.71 32.14 10.71 0.0 7.14 2.30 1.41 
 
Q.3.18   What can be done to capacitate municipalities, to improve low-income? 
    housing delivery? 
 
Q.3.18.1 Provide training? 
 
It is clear from Table 4.3.3.18.1 that 85.71% of the respondents stated that 
training is needed to improve low income housing delivery, while 14.29% 
disagreed that more training is needed to improve housing delivery. 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.1: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Provide training Percentage (%) 85.71 14.29 
 Respondents (No.) 24 4 
 
Q.3.18.2 Employ more staff? 
 
It is clear from Table 4.3.3.18.2 that 67.86% of the respondents stated that more 
staff was needed to improve low-income housing delivery, while 32.14% of the 
respondents disagreed that more staff were needed. 
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Table 4.3.3.18.2: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Employ more staff Percentage (%) 67.86 32.14 
 Respondents (No.) 19 9 
 
Q.3.18.3 Appoint established contractors? 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.3 indicate that 82.14% of the respondents stated that the 
appointment of establish contractors will improve low-income housing delivery, 
while 17.86% do not agree that by appointing establish contractors that housing 
delivery will improve. 
  
Table 4.3.3.18.3: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Appoint established contractors? Percentage (%) 82.14 17.86 
 Respondents (No.) 24 4 
 
Q.3.18.4 Implement a mentorship scheme? 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.3 indicate that most (64.29%) of the respondents stated that 
mentorship schemes must be implemented to improve low-income housing 
delivery, while 35.71% do not believe that mentorships schemes will improve 
housing delivery. 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.4: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Implement a mentorship scheme? Percentage (%) 64.29 35.71 
 Respondents (No.) 17 11 
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Q.3.18.5 Re-appoint experience people? 
 
The responses indicate that the respondents were divided about re-appointing 
experience people, with 50% of the respondents agreeing and the other 50% 
disagreeing.  See Table 4.3.3.18.5: 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.5: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Re-appoint experience people? Percentage (%) 50.0 50.0 
 Respondents (No.) 14 14 
 
Q.3.18.6 Provide financial support to students? 
 
It can be deduce from the responses that most (60.71%) of the respondents do 
not agree that by providing financial support to students will improve low-income 
housing delivery, while 39.29% believe that providing financial support to 
students will improve housing delivery.  See Table 4.3.3.18.6: 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.6: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Provide financial support to students? Percentage (%) 39.29 60.71 
 Respondents (No.) 12 16 
 
Q.3.18.7 Other (please specify)? 
 
Table 4.3.3.18.7 indicate that 21.43% of the respondents stated that there is 
other factors that will improve housing, while 78.57% do not think that there is 
other factors that will improve housing delivery.  
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Table 4.3.3.18.7: 
Response  (n = 28) 
Aspect/ Level  Marked Not marked 
Other (please specify)? Percentage (%) 21.43 78.57 
 Respondents (No.) 5 23 
 
Q.3.18.7.1 Please specify? 
 
According to respondent 1, to improve low-income housing delivery, services 
must not be duplicated and communication and authority lines must be clear. 
Respondent 2 stated that attitude of old employees must change, as they are 
afraid that new employees will take there position. It is further stated that 
employers must assure them that there work is secure, and that by helping new 
employees it will improve delivery. Respondent 3 stated that the only way for low 
-income housing delivery to improve, is for the Provincial government to 
intervene and take over the housing department of Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipality, as they are not serious about housing delivery.  
 
According to respondent 4, adequate funding and support must be provided. He / 
she further stated that a majority of housing problems involve lack of adequate 
funding. It is also stated that this is the reason that all established contractors left 
the Eastern Cape in 2000, as the then Member of the Executive Council (MEC) 
and a locally based councillor both demanded a 40 m² unit without increasing the 
subsidy that was only able to build a 30 m² unit elsewhere in South Africa. This 
resulted in emerging contractors taking over to build these houses, and they 
were destined to fail due to a lack of funds. They tender on average 52 times 
before they are awarded a tender, so they tender on all tenders and deal with the 
consequences later. Only when the National minister recognized that 40 m² was 
appropriate, were the subsidies increased and small profits can be made with 
good operations. 
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Respondent 5 stated that incompetent, lack of skills and inexperience of 
contractors may cause slow delivery of housing. Respondent 6 stated that the 
items listed by the researcher are the most critical to improve housing delivery. It 
is further stated that Project and construction management skills and the 
involvement / return of establish contractors can improve housing delivery. 
Communities must also be educated on their roles and responsibilities.  
 
Respondent 7 agrees with respondent 5, by stating that contractors lack 
experience and they do not reach or meet contract duration. Respondent 8 
stated that private developers must implement housing projects. Respondent 9 
stated that low profit margins is because for establish contractors not to get 
involved with low-income housing. According to respondent 10, the private sector 
needs to be involved in the form of consultancies, expertise provision and 
mentorship. There has to be adequate incentives to encourage private sector 
involvement. 
 
 
4.3.4 Section 4 – Inadequate Housing Processes.  
 
Q.4.1   Adequate housing processes are needed for housing delivery to be a  
  success.  
 
It is clear from the responses that a substantial majority (85.71%) of the 
respondents agree that adequate housing processes are needed for housing 
delivery to succeed, while 10.71% of the respondents were neutral and 3.57% 
did not express a view. The mean score is 4.67, which is higher than the 
midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.1:  
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Table 4.3.4.1: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 10.71 10.71 75.0 3.57 4.67 0.79 
 
Q.4.2   Municipalities do not follow proper housing processes.  
 
Table 4.3.4.2 indicate that 39.29% of the respondents agree that municipalities 
do not follow proper housing processes, while 24.99% of the respondents 
disagree that municipalities do not follow proper housing processes. The 
responses are distributed, which indicate that there is no certainty whether 
municipalities follow proper housing processes. The mean score is 3.42, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.4.2: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
14.28 3.57 21.42 21.42 14.28 25.0 0.0 3.42 1.49 
 
Q.4.3   NMBM does not provide consumer education to beneficiaries.  
 
The responses indicate that the respondents were divided as 35.71% of the 
respondents agreed that NMBM do not provide consumer education to 
beneficiaries, while 32.13% of the respondents disagree that NMBM do not 
provide consumer education, 21.42% were neutral and 10.71% were unsure. The 
mean score is 3.42, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. More research 
needs to be conducted to see whether NMBM do provide consumer education. 
See Table 4.3.4.3: 
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Table 4.3.4.3: 
Response (%)  
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
10.71 10.71 21.42 21.42 10.71 25.0 0.0 3.20 1.59 
 
Q.4.4   NMBM does not enrol projects with the NHBRC.  
 
Table 4.3.4.4 indicate that 49.99% of the respondents stated that NMBM do enrol 
projects with the NHBRC, while 21.42% of the respondents stated that NMBM do 
not enrol projects with the NHBRC and 17.85% were neutral. A further 10.71% of 
the respondents were unsure. The responses are distributed, which indicate that 
there is no certainty whether NMBM do enrol projects with NHBRC. The mean 
score is 2.48, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.4.4: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
10.71 35.71 14.28 17.85 3.57 17.85 0.0 2.48 1.84 
 
Q.4.5   Communication among stakeholders is adequate.  
 
The responses indicate that 57.14% of the respondents agree that 
communication among stakeholders is adequate, while 10.71% of the 
respondents disagreed that communication is adequate among stakeholders, 
25% were neutral and 3.57% were unsure. The high number of neutral 
responses is a concern as people involve in housing delivery is unable to 
express a view on whether communication id adequate or not. The mean score is 
3.81, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.5: 
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Table 4.3.4.5: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 3.57 7.14 25.0 25.0 32.14 3.57 3.81 1.30 
 
Q.4.6   NMBM ensures that Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) are done on  
 all housing projects.  
 
It can be deduce from the responses that most (53.56%) of the respondents 
agree that EIAs are done on all housing projects, while 3.57% of the respondents 
disagree that EIAs are done on all projects. A further 17.85% of the respondents 
were neutral, 3.57% did not express a view and 21.42% were unsure. The fact 
that 42.85% of the respondents were unsure, did not express a view or were 
neutral is a great concern as EIAs are one of the main processes when it comes 
to project approval. The mean score is 4.14, which is higher than the midpoint of 
3.00.  See Table 4.3.4.6: 
 
Table 4.3.4.6: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
21.42 0.0 3.57 17.85 17.85 35.71 3,57 4.14 1.22 
 
Q.4.7   Large scale delivery must be facilitated by NMBM.  
 
It can be deduce from the responses that a sizeable majority (71.42%) of the 
respondents agree that large scale delivery must be facilitated by NMBM, while 
10.71%of the respondents disagreed that large scale delivery must be facilitated 
by NMBM and 10.71 percent were neutral. The mean score is 4.04, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.7: 
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Table 4.3.4.7: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 7.14 3.57 10.71 32.14 39.28 3.57 4.04 1.29 
 
Q.4.8   Municipalities must ensure that housing processes are managed adequately.  
 
It is clear from the responses that an overwhelming majority (96.43%) of the 
respondents agree that municipalities must ensure that housing processes are 
managed adequately, while 3.57% of the respondents were neutral.  The mean 
score is 4.54, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.8: 
 
Table 4.3.4.8: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 3.57 39.28 57.14 0.0 4.54 0.57 
 
Q.4.9   All three sphere of government do not have a housing maintenance process  
            in place.  
 
Table 4.3.4.9 indicate that most (64.29%) of the respondents agree that all three 
spheres of government do not have a housing maintenance process in place, 
while 7.14% of the respondents disagree that there is no maintenance processes 
in place and 10.71% were neutral. A further 14.28% of the respondents were 
unsure. The mean score is 4.17, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. 
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Table 4.3.4.9: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
14.28 3.57 3.57 10.71 21.42 42.85 3.57 4.17 1.29 
 
Q.4.10   Beneficiaries of low-income houses cannot afford to maintain their    
    houses. 
 
A sizeable majority (78.56%) of the respondents agree that beneficiaries of low-
income houses can not afford to maintain there homes, while 10.71% of the 
respondents disagreed that beneficiaries can not afford to maintain there houses, 
7.14% were neutral and 3.57% of the respondents were unsure. The mean score 
is 4.17, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.10: 
 
Table 4.3.4.10: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 7.14 3.57 7.14 32.14 46.42 0.0 4.11 1.21 
 
Q.4.11   Unemployed people sell their houses to make money and move back to  
    informal settlements. 
 
It can be deduce from the responses that 82.14% of the respondents were of the 
opinion that unemployed people sell their houses to make money and move back 
to informal settlements, while 10.71% of the respondents were neutral and 7.14% 
disagreed that unemployed people sell their houses. The mean score is 4.25, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.11: 
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Table 4.3.4.11: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 7.14 10.71 32.14 50.0 0.0 4.25 0.92 
 
Q.4.12   The number of informal settlements determines the success of adequate  
    management of housing processes. 
 
Table 4.3.4.12 indicate that 46.43% of the respondents agree that the number of 
informal settlements determines if the management of housing processes are 
adequate and successful, while 28.58% of the respondents were neutral and 
21.43% disagreed that the number of informal settlements can determine if there 
is adequate management of housing processes. A further 3.57% of the 
respondents were unsure. The number of neutral responses must be highlighted 
again as this is people that deal with housing processes and they must have a 
view whether it is adequate or not. The mean score is 3.33, which is higher than 
the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.4.12: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 14.28 7.14 28.58 25.0 21.42 0.0 3.33 1.39 
 
Q.4.13   All participants in housing delivery maximise effectiveness and efficiency in  
    the processes and systems, as well as the utilisation of their resources.   
 
Table 4.3.4.13 indicate that 35.71% of the respondents agree that all participants 
in housing delivery do maximise effectiveness and efficiency in the processes 
and systems, as well as the utilisation of their resources, while 28.58% of the 
respondents disagree that participants in housing delivery maximise 
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effectiveness and efficiency in the processes and systems, and utilisation the 
their resources, 25% were neutral, 3.57% were unsure and 7.14% of the 
respondents did not express a view The number of neutral, unsure and missing  
responses must be highlighted again as they are participants in housing delivery 
and should know whether the processes and systems are managed effectively 
and efficiently and if the resources are utilise. The mean score is 3.33, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.4.13: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
3.57 14.28 14.28 25.0 25.0 10.71 7.14 3.04 1.66 
 
Q.4.14 The SA Government will succeed in providing houses for all by 2014.  
 
The responses indicate that most (57.13%) disagree that the South African 
government will succeed in providing houses for all by 2014, while 17.85% were 
neutral,14.28% of the respondents agreed that the government will succeed in 
delivering houses to all by 2014 and 10.71% were unsure. The mean score is 
2.04, which is lower than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.14: 
 
It is worrisome that 28.56% of the respondents, who were selected for their 
involvement in the delivery of low-cost housing in the NMBM as part of a 
purposive sampling exercise were either neutral or were unsure over whether the 
South African government will succeed in providing houses for all by 2014. 
 
Table 4.3.4.14: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
10.71 42.85 14.28 17.85 7.14 7.14 0.0 2.04 1.67 
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Q.4.15 Administrative processes and systems are important for housing delivery.  
 
It is clear from the responses that 92.85% of the respondents agree that 
administrative processes and systems are important for housing delivery, while 
7.14% of the respondents were neutral. The mean score is 4.61, which is higher 
than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.15: 
 
Table 4.3.4.15: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 7.14 25.0 67.85 0.0 4.61 0.62 
 
Q.4.16 Legal processes and systems are important for housing delivery.  
 
It is clear from the responses that 85.71% of the respondents agree that legal 
processes and systems are important for housing delivery, while 14.28% of the 
respondents were neutral. The mean score is 4.43, which is higher than the 
midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.16: 
 
Table 4.3.4.16: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 14.28 28.57 57.14 0.0 4.43 0.74 
 
Q.4.17 Educational processes and systems are important for housing delivery.  
 
The responses indicate that an overwhelming majority (96.43%) of the 
respondents agree that education processes and systems are important for 
housing delivery, while 3.57% of the respondents were neutral. The mean score 
is 4.68, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.17: 
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Table 4.3.4.17: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 3.57 25.00 71.42 0.0 4.68 0.54 
 
Q.4.18   Social development processes and systems are important for housing  
    delivery. 
 
Table 4.3.4.18 indicate that a substantial majority (85.71%) of the respondents 
agree that social development processes and systems are important for housing 
delivery, while 10.71% of the respondents were neutral and 3.57% do not agree 
that social development are important for housing delivery. The mean score is 
4.32, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.4.18: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 0.0 10.71 32.14 53.57 0.0 4.32 0.94 
 
Q.4.19   Economic development processes and systems are important for housing    
    delivery. 
 
It is clear that 89.29% of the respondents agree that economic development 
processes and systems are important for housing delivery and 10.71% of the 
respondents were neutral. The mean score is 4.57, which is higher than the 
midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.19: 
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Table 4.3.4.19: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 10.71 21.42 67.85 0.0 4.57 0.69 
 
Q.4.20 Infrastructure development processes and systems are important for 
   housing delivery.  
 
The responses indicate that 100% of the respondents agree that infrastructure 
development processes and systems are important for housing delivery. The 
mean score is 4.75, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 
4.3.4.20: 
 
Table 4.3.4.20: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 4.75 0.44 
 
Q.4.21   Environmental protection processes and systems are important for housing 
              delivery.  
 
It is clear that 85.71% of the respondents agree that environmental protection 
processes and systems are important for housing delivery, while 10.71% of the 
respondents were neutral and 3.57% did not agree that environmental protection 
processes and systems are important. The mean score is 4.36, which is higher 
than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.21: 
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Table 4.3.4.21: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 3.57 10.71 32.14 53.57 0.0 4.36 0.82 
 
Q.4.22   House construction processes and systems are important for housing 
              delivery.  
 
The responses indicate that 100% of the respondents agree that the construction 
process and systems are important to housing delivery. The mean score is 4.71, 
which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.22: 
 
Table 4.3.4.22: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.57 71.42 0.0 4.71 0.46 
 
Q.4.23   Information and Communication processes and systems are important for 
              housing delivery.  
 
The responses indicate that 92.86% of the respondents agree that information 
and communication processes and systems are important for housing delivery 
and 7.14% of the respondents were neutral. The mean score is 4.57, which is 
higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 4.3.4.23: 
 
Table 4.3.4.23:  
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 7.14 28.57 64.28 0.0 4.57 0.63 
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Q.4.24   Policy and Strategy processes and systems are important for housing 
   delivery.  
 
Table 4.3.4.24 indicate that 92.86% of the respondents agree that policies and 
strategies processes and systems are important for housing delivery and 7.14% 
of the respondents were neutral. The mean score is 4.64, which is higher than 
the midpoint of 3.00.  
 
Table 4.3.4.24: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 0.0 0.0 7.14 21.42 71.42 0.0 4.64 0.62 
 
Q.4.25 Maintenance processes and systems are important for housing delivery.  
 
It can be deduce from the responses that 85.71% of the respondents agree that 
maintenance processes and systems are important for housing delivery, while 
7.14% of the respondents were neutral and 7.14% did not agree that 
maintenance processes and systems are important for housing delivery. The 
mean score is 4.32, which is higher than the midpoint of 3.00. See Table 
4.3.4.25: 
  
Table 4.3.4.25: 
Response (%) 
 
Mean 
score 
 
 
Standard 
deviation 
 
Unsure  
 
Strongly 
disagree  
 
Disagree  
 
Neutral 
 
Agree  
 
Strongly 
agree  
Missing 
0.0 3.57 3.57 7.14 28.57 57.14 0.0 4.32 1.02 
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Q.4.26   Please specify if there is other processes and systems that you think are 
   also important. 
 
Five respondents expressed a view on this question out of the 28. Respondent 1 
stated that politics must not influence the appointment of contractors. 
Experienced contractors must be appointed. It is further stated that where 
emerging contractors are appointed; a high level of monitoring must take place. 
Respondent 2 stated that integrated planning implementation and management 
systems are also important.  
 
According to respondent 3, procurement processes are also important. This 
should be able to filter out incompetent contractors and remove corruption. 
Respondent 4 stated that the total housing delivery must be streamlined and 
driven in the direction of quality delivery. Delivery processes must be segmented 
and capacity provided at lower municipalities with more private sector 
involvement. According respondent 5, the above systems are well covered or 
covering the broader value chain of housing development.  
 
In conclusion, the researcher presented the data that was collected through a 
questionnaire that was sent to people involved with low income housing delivery 
in the Nelson Mandela Bay area. The questionnaire was divided into four to 
collect data on the four sub-problems. Data collected on:- 
  
Section 1 was based on lack of land and infrastructure (physical and social), 
Section 2 was based on inadequate policy development and implementation, 
Section 3 was based on the lack of capacity at municipalities and construction 
and Section 4 was based on inadequate housing processes. 
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4.4  SUMMARY OF INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA 
 
Hereafter follows a summary of the interpretation of the data obtained from the 
questionnaire completed by the 28 respondents; as well as a subsection dealing 
with how the literature agrees with the four sub problems.   
 
4.4.1 Lack of Land and Infrastructure (Physical and Social) 
 
The result indicates that the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality does have land, 
but that the land that it owns is far from the Central Business District (CBD) and 
do not have the necessary infrastructure needed for low-income housing 
development. The respondents also agreed that privately-owned land is 
expensive and wealthy / advantaged communities do not want low-income 
housing close to their areas on the ground of property devaluation and / or 
environmental concerns.  The researcher have identified areas in the Nelson 
Mandela Bay area, confirm the statements above, as most developments take 
place away from developed areas, but there is available land, which are serviced 
and vacant for years.  
 
See photos numbers 1 and 2. 
 
Photo 1: 
 
Photo 1: is next to William Moffet Drive in the Fairview area. 
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This identified land is part of the land claims property, but has been vacant for 
more than five years with roads and other services. This land is central and 
would be ideal for an integrated development project if the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipality can buy it from the people that are claiming this land. Most of them 
will not relocate as they are happy where they stay or do not have the funds to 
build on it, once it becomes their property.  
 
Photo 2: 
 
Photo 2 is in an undeveloped area next to Providentia 
 
The results also show that in the Nelson Mandela Bay municipal area, 
infrastructure for example; roads, storm water management, schools, health care 
centres and play grounds are non-existent,which means that that the municipality 
does not fulfil the needs of its residents as per Section 26 (1) of the Constitution 
of South Africa. 
  
See photos 3 and 4. 
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Photo 3: 
 
Photo 3: This development is next to Mission Road. 
 
There are no tar roads, schools, shops, and health care services near to this 
area. A new industrial area is being built next to it, but it is still far away from the 
CBD. 
 
Photo 4: 
 
Photo 4: This area is opposite Kwadwesi, and is an informal settlement with very limited services. 
 
This means that the housing provided by the municipality is not adequate, as The 
Habitat Agenda in Mbaliso (2006: 30) states that; “Adequate housing means 
more than a roof over one‟s head”. Location of land and physical and social 
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infrastructure are also critical. The Integrated Sustainable Rural Development 
Program (ISRDP) (2005:2), also agree in stating that the identification, allocation 
and development is a critical component of housing delivery. 
 
The researcher‟s interpretation is that because the land available does not have 
infrastructure, it hampers the delivery of housing and also mean that more money 
is needed for housing projects. Furthermore this has a negative impact on 
reducing the housing backlog. A municipality‟s main function is to provide land 
and infrastructure for housing delivery, and one of the reasons for the slow 
delivery of housing is caused by the fact that there is no serviced land ready to 
build on. 
 
The researcher also interpreted that in the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality, 
there is a focus on delivering quantity as opposed to quality.  
 
The fact that no social infrastructure is visible in these areas also hampers the 
development of the low-income communities, as they have to spend money to 
get to schools, health care centres or seek employment which they do not always 
have. In Chapter 6, Access to Adequate Housing, the writer agrees in stating that 
the location of houses is very important for it to be adequate, it must be close to 
employment opportunities, health care services, schools and other social areas. 
People will also sell their houses and move into informal settlements closer to 
social infrastructure and their work place which also create more problems. 
 
The study shows that land and infrastructure is important for low-income housing 
delivery and that the absence of well-located land with the requisite infrastructure 
contributes to the slow delivery of housing in the NMBM. 
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4.4.2 Inadequate Policy Development and Implementation 
 
The policies and strategies have a huge effect on the current success of housing 
delivery in South Africa. Through the Apartheid policies of the pre-1994 era, 
black people were moved far from the CBD, which had a negative impact on the 
development of these communities. As previously stated, advantaged 
communities are now against these low-income / disadvantaged communities 
moving closer for various reasons. This has a negative impact on how the post-
1994 government is implementing policies, as a big backlog was created by the 
fact that black people could not own land in certain areas under Apartheid 
system. 
 
Further to this, less than 350 000 houses are being delivered per year, which 
makes it more difficult for housing policies and strategies to be implemented as 
the backlog is continuously increasing. The large number of informal settlements 
and increasing protesting by communities across South Africa is indicative of 
housing policies not being implemented properly. The shared responsibility 
between the three speheres of government also contributes to this situation.   In 
the New Housing Policy and Strategy for South Africa (2000:12) it is stated that 
the lack of the overall housing strategy and policies, and the inadequate 
definitions of roles and the responsibilities create confusion and a slow delivery 
of housing. 
 
Municipalities‟ main instrument of reducing poverty is through the Integrated 
Development Plan, but at the time of this study housing delivery did not form part 
of it. This also makes housing delivery at municipal level more difficult. Housing 
departments at municipality level do not always get the support from other 
departments to implement housing policies and strategies successfully. Nelson 
Mandela Bay Municipality also does not have full accreditation which means that 
the provincial department of human settlements is in charge of the financial 
resources allocated for housing delivery and this has an impact on the 
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implementation of housing policies. The respondents of the study also believe 
that the lack of coherent overall housing strategy contributes to confusion and 
breakdown in delivery. Municipal housing officials also loose track of policies and 
strategies or they do not understand the policies that they have to implement.    
 
In South Africa, family dynamics play a role in the implementation of housing 
policies for example; family sizes change and families move to different areas to 
seek employment. This causes problems as municipalities cannot always plan for 
housing delivery, as the demand for housing change.  
 
The economic meltdown hampered the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality 
delivering dwellings as it is reported that contractors responsible for building the 
low-income houses and infrastructure were not being paid for services rendered 
as the municipality did not generate sufficient revenue. The economic meltdown 
is also responsible for people losing jobs and because of this they will relocate or 
will sell their homes and move back to informal settlements. The respondents 
were divided on whether municipalities are the best sphere of government to 
deliver housing, but the study show that municipalities play a key part in housing 
delivery, but the policies and strategies of government must change to that it can 
be effectively be implemented.  
 
4.4.3 Lack of capacity in municipalities and construction organisations  
 
The study shows that the NMBM do not have the capacity to deliver houses and 
that they do not get the necessary support from the provincial government. As 
the municipality do not have full accreditation, some functions are still the 
responsibility of the provincial government. According to Andrew Gibbon, a 
Democratic Alliance councilor at the NMBM  and former Port Elizabeth municipal 
director of housing (2005) stated in The Herald newspaper under the heading 
“Way behind in housing delivery” that interference from political parties, 
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inadequate skills and planning, are the main causes of the crisis facing the 
NMBM in housing delivery. 
 
A shortage of staff can also be a reason why municipalities do not have capacity 
as well as the replacement of experienced senior white managers with lesser 
experienced previously disadvantaged managers. It was also reported on 
www.iolproperty.co.za, on Tuesday, 12 October 2010, printed on 20 December 
2010, that the Eastern Cape Human Settlements Department wants to take over 
the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality‟s housing department‟s role as developer 
of low-income housing projects because of management problems. The 
executive director of housing at the municipality has also resigned in October 
2010, which will also have an effect on the capacity of the municipality. The lack 
of capacity or management caused that the Eastern Cape experienced a decline 
in housing delivery and the expenditure since 2004/5 financial year. Government 
approved an Intervention in terms of Section 100(1) (a) of the Constitution of 
1996 and the Housing Act of 1997. This Intervention was scheduled to last until 
2008/9 financial year, but was extended up and until March 2010, to try to assist 
with housing delivery.  
 
In the Eastern Cape many projects was blocked and other projects had to be 
rectified due to more poor workmanship and sub-standard work. According to 
Pierre Fourie (Chief Executive of the Building Industries Federation of South 
Africa) the number of skilled artisans (bricklayers, plasterers, plumbers, etc.) 
which is critical in housing delivery, will come under pressure from 2007, as 
many would be reach retirement age (Business Report 2004). There are also no 
more training facilities that offer full training for apprentices and / or trade test 
done for artisans.  
 
These have a negative impact on quality as proven in the Eastern Cape as 
government had to rectify many houses. In most cases contractors must also 
make use of the communities were they build to create work for these 
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communities at the cost of quality. Housing delivery at municipality level is slow, 
because of the above-mentioned factors. 
 
4.4.4 Inadequate Housing Processes.  
 
The intervention team that was appointed by government to help the Eastern 
Cape government to speed up housing delivery, stated that housing processes 
are inadequate and here are a few which cause the slow housing delivery, 
namely; (1) lack of understanding of planning legislation, (2) inadequate town 
planning procedures, (3) lack of capacity of contactors, (4) inadequate quality 
controls, (5) claims management process, (6) beneficiary administration and (7) 
outstanding Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs). 
 
The study show that adequate housing process are needed for housing delivery 
to succeed, but municipalities do not follow proper housing processes. Education 
of beneficiaries is important, but according to a report by the intervention team 
houses are built without beneficiaries and houses are vandalised and needs to 
be fixed before beneficiaries can move in. The report also addressed the issue of 
houses not being enrolled with the NHBRC. This point was also raised by the 
new minister of Human Settlement, Mr. Tokyo Sexwale, as many houses must 
be rectified due to poor workmanship. Communication between stakeholders is 
also very important for housing processes to be successful. 
 
Adequate housing processes are influenced by the lack of capacity at 
municipalities, and we can determine how adequate housing processes are by 
the number of informal settlements.  
 
Chapter Five will present the implications of the findings of the data received, and 
the researcher will also give conclusions and recommendations that will be 
based on chapter 2, the literature reviewed and findings based on chapter 4.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The following chapter will report on the implications of the findings of the survey 
received, the researcher will then do the testing of the Hypotheses to see whether the 
results support or not support the hypotheses and then come up with recommendations 
based on the findings and literature review.  
 
 
5.2 IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS 
 
The fact that most low income housing developments in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipality area is far from the Central Business District, have a negative effect on the 
lives of the people living in these area, as parents need to leave there houses early in 
the morning to travel by public transport  and get home late. Families do not have 
quality time and young children need to look after them self. This is where gangs and 
other bad influences have an opportunity to develop. Families spend money that they 
normally cannot afford on travelling and children normally also have to travel to schools 
in other areas.  
 
Social infrastructure, as per the findings, is not seen as a priority by the municipality. In 
addition, there are no health care or other facilities like sport fields in these areas. 
Alcohol and sex are normally high on the weekend agendas, which result in kids being 
born that parents cannot afford. In most of these areas, there are no proper roads and 
refuse removal, which can also cause health problem. The implication of this is that 
people will rather move to informal settlements close to work opportunities, social 
facilities and physical infrastructure, were they do not have to pay for services. This all 
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have a negative effect on the development of these communities and the reduction of 
poverty to improve the quality of life for the people. 
 
The core function of municipalities is to provide infrastructure, but in most municipal 
areas, the life span of infrastructure is nearing the end, which mean that municipalities 
need to maintain and in some cases also replace infrastructure in the middle to higher 
income areas, as this is the group that normally provide the bulk of the municipality‟s 
income. As a result of this, municipalities do not know how to manage the process of 
implementation of delivering for the poor, while making sure that the better off 
communities are also kept happy, this causes that the delivery become an political issue 
and also influence the rate of service delivery. The fact that in many cases infrastructure 
still need to be provided, also slows down housing delivery. 
 
The pre-1994 government, through its policies left a phenomenal housing backlog, as a 
result of this government policy to deliver housing to the poor started on the back foot. 
This was not helped with experienced white employees making way for inexperienced 
managers that had to learn, while the backlog grew. Secondly, most municipalities do 
not have the capacity do deliver services and housing. The policies and housing Act 
also contributed to the process failing, as government concentrated on quantity, rather 
than quality.  
 
The implication of this is that the delivery of houses is slow and in a lot of areas, houses 
need to be re-built as a result of emerging contractors doing work that was above their 
capability. There are also some projects that are on hold because of this. The fact that 
most artisans are approaching retirement age and that there are no facilities to train 
new artisans are also not helping the cause. Government will, because of the above, 
not reach its target of building houses for all by 2014. 
 
Through housing policies government also want to address poverty and unemployment, 
but the implication is that that municipal housing departments lose track of policies and 
that municipal employee do not understand or know the housing policy. This also 
  116 
creates duplication of the functions of municipalities and provincial government. It only 
confuses people more and also slows down delivery. This also means that housing 
policies and its implementation is failing. 
 
The fact that there is no maintenance programme in place or a proper Information 
Technology system to help beneficiaries to see where in the process their application is, 
or proper education of beneficiaries before they receive their houses, and the fact that 
they are not involved through the housing process also have a negative effect on 
housing delivery.  
 
The municipality also ignore other process like enrolling houses with the National Home 
Builders Registration Council, who are there to protect the homeowner and must ensure 
quality houses as per Act 95 of 1998. Moreover, no proper communication between all 
stakeholders has resulted in the failure to reduce the housing backlog and to deliver 
houses on time. The fact that there are so many informal settlements still, means that 
housing processes and policies are not adequately implemented. 
 
 
5.3 TESTING OF THE HYPOTHESIS 
 
According to Leedy and Ormrod (2005:4) research is guided by the research main-
problem and sub-problem, the question or hypothesis. The researcher normally forms 
one or more hypotheses about what he / she are investigating. Leedy and Ormrod 
further state that a hypothesis is a reasonable guess or an educated assumption. They 
also state that one way of testing a theory is to make a prediction / forecast (hypothesis) 
about what should occur. Burns (2000:105) agree in stating that a hypothesis is a hunch 
or educated guess for the purpose of being tested.  
 
He further state that knowledge can not advance, if research was only limited to 
gathering facts and that without some guiding idea or something to prove, research will 
be fruitless, since we could not determine what was relevant or irrelevant. According to 
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Bless, Higson-Smith and Kagee (2008:14) out of facts comes questions, these 
questions can in turn condensed into problems which is than given a temporary solution 
that must still be tested, which is called hypothesis. The review of related literature and 
the findings emanating from the survey were used to test the hypotheses. 
 
 
5.3.1 THE FIRST HYPOTHESIS 
 
The first hypothesis is that low-income housing delivery is slow due to a lack of land and 
infrastructure. The survey result and the literature review support this hypothesis, 
 
Table 5.3.1 below indicates that most (18 out of 28) of the mean scores were above the 
midpoint of 3.00 and 10 were inconclusive.  
 
Table 5.3.1: Analysis of results to test hypothesis one. 
Aspect  
Scale: Minor (1) to Major(5) M
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Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM) do 
not own land to develop for housing 
2.46 Table 4.4.1  x  
The lands that NMBM own or that is available 
in most situations are far from the Central 
Business District (CBD). 
3.82 Table 4.4.2 x   
The land is earmarked for industrial land, or it 
does not have the necessary infrastructure to 
build houses on. 
3.14 Table 4.4.3 x   
The shortage of land hampers the 
development of low-income housing close to 
services and other amenities. 
4.04 Table 4.4.4 x   
The cost of privately owned land is high. 4.14 Table 4.4.5 x   
Land is a critical component of the housing 
delivery process. 
4.70 Table 4.4.6 x   
A problem that municipalities face is that 
wealthy / advantaged communities object to 
the placing of low-income housing near to their 
areas on grounds of property devaluation and / 
or environmental concerns. 
4.10 Table 4.4.7 x   
Physical infrastructure and services support 
housing development. 
3.81 Table 4.4.8 x   
Without infrastructure, the living conditions of 
the poor / people living in low-income areas, 
4.74 Table 4.4.9 x   
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will not improve. 
The main role of municipalities in delivering 
housing is to provide land and bulk 
infrastructure for low-income housing. 
4.21 Table 4.4.10 x   
The housing backlog makes it difficult to keep 
up with the demand for low-income housing. 
4.29 Table 4.4.11 x   
Social infrastructure is needed to create 
sustainable and functional communities. 
3.81 Table 4.4.12 x   
The Local and Provincial Government focus 
more on the delivery of physical infrastructure, 
than on social development. 
3.81 Table 4.4.13 x   
Infrastructure is an important part of adequate 
housing delivery. 
4.63 Table 4.4.14 x   
The Local Government does not succeed in 
their obligation to provide adequate housing. 
3.33 Table 4.4.15 x   
The slow housing and service delivery proves 
that the SA Government is failing in its 
responsibility to provide adequate housing for 
low-income people. 
3.11 Table 4.4.16 x   
The fact that Government does not own land, 
hamper the development of low-income 
housing close to services and well located 
sites. 
3.30 Table 4.4.17 x   
The high cost of privately owned land, hamper 
the development of low-income housing close 
to services and well located sites. 
3.96 Table 4.4.18 x   
In your opinion, to what percentage is physical 
infrastructure for low-income houses provided 
in Nelson Mandela Bay? 
2.92 Table 4.4.19  x  
In your opinion, to what percentage is social 
infrastructure for low-income houses provided 
in Nelson Mandela Bay? 
2.35 Table 4.4.19.1  x  
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
intervals for water 
3.64 Table 4.4.20.1  x  
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
intervals for sanitation 
3.28 Table 4.4.20.2 x   
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
intervals for electricity 
3.23 Table 4.3.20.3  x  
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
intervals for waste management 
2.96 Table 4.4.20.4  x  
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic social infrastructure; 
% intervals for roads 
2.96 Table 4.4.21.1  x  
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
2.73 Table 4.4.21.2  x  
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intervals for schools 
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
intervals for health care services 
2.64 Table 4.4.21.3  x  
What percentage of people living in low-
income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipal area has basic infrastructure; % 
intervals for sport fields 
2.40 Table 4.4.21.4  x  
Total    18 10 0 
 
According to the Constitution of South Africa, Section 26, everyone has a right to 
adequate housing, which mean that physical and social infrastructure is needed. The 
post-1994 government only concentrated on quantity of house and did not focus on 
quality. Most low-income communities are still located far from work opportunities, 
schools, health care facilities and sports fields, which mean that communities cannot 
develop properly, as government intended by using housing as a catalyst for the 
development of poor communities. 
 
Infrastructure plays an important role in the development of any community and 
infrastructure development through expenditure has played an important role in 
reconstruction areas / phases of major developments projects (Mohai, 2005:2). Land is 
a critical component of the housing delivery process and has fundamental impact on the 
rate and scale of housing delivery and also the socio-economic development / 
improvement of the living conditions for low-income communities (Provincial Planning  
and Development Commission, 2005:2). 
 
 
5.3.2 THE SECOND HYPOTHESIS 
 
The second hypothesis is that municipalities do not implement housing policies 
efficiently. The survey result and the literature review support this hypothesis. 
 
Table 5.3.2 below indicate that the NMBM does not implement housing policies 
efficiently, as most of the mean scores were above the midpoint of 3.00. Out of the 
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mean scores, 11 out of the 17 questions supported the Hypothesis, and 6 were 
inconclusive.  
 
Table 5.3.2: Analysis of results to test hypothesis two. 
Aspect  
Scale: Minor (1) to Major(5) M
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The pre-1994 government left a phenomenal 
housing backlog in South Africa. 
3.71 Table 4.5.1 x   
The slow housing delivery since 1994 (less 
than 350 000 houses per year) contributes to 
the housing backlog.  
4.07 Table 4.5.2 x   
The large number of informal settlements 
reflects the failure of housing policy 
implementation. 
3.46 Table 4.5.3 x   
Multiplicity and duplication of legislation have a 
negative effect on housing delivery.  
3.32 Table 4.5.4 x   
For housing policies to be successfully 
implemented by municipalities, it must form 
part of the Integrated Development Plan. 
4.29 Table 4.5.5 x   
The Integrated Development Plan is the local 
government‟s (municipalities) main instrument 
to reduce poverty.  
3.68 Table 4.5.6 x   
Housing policies and strategies can not be 
properly implemented due to the fact that the 
housing departments at municipal level do not 
get the necessary support from other 
departments.  
2.82 Table 4.5.7  x  
The fact that the Nelson Mandela Bay 
Municipality do not have full accreditation 
slows down housing delivery.  
2.96 Table 4.5.8  x  
The lack of a coherent overall housing strategy 
contributes to confusion and breakdown in 
delivery.  
3.07 Table 4.5.9  x  
The „Breaking New Ground‟ policies will help to 
speed up delivery? 
4.07 Table 4.5.10 x   
Unemployment and housing backlog are rising. 4.18 Table 4.5.11 x   
Municipal housing departments lose track of 
policies. 
3.18 Table 4.5.12  x  
Municipal employees do not understand or 
know the housing policy. 
3.29 Table 4.5.13 x   
The shrinking size of households increases the 
demand for housing. 
3.62 Table 4.5.14  x  
Inflation is another reason why housing 
policies fail 
2.78 Table 4.5.15  x  
It is more and more difficult for low to middle 
income people to get houses in the 
conventional way (in the private market) 
3.96 Table 4.5.16 x   
Poor planning is the cause for inadequate 3.86 Table 4.5.17 x   
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implemented adequately. 
Total    11 6 0 
 
Many housing departments and municipalities who are vital in the implementation of 
housing delivery lose track of policies and strategies as they only concentrate on 
delivery in terms of quantity and forget about quality. The housing backlog and the 
number of informal settlements are proof of how inadequate policy development and 
implementation is. Government also set it self targets for the first ten years of the new 
housing policy that was not met, which mean that housing policies are surely not 
succeeding in South Africa. 
 
The housing policy was developed to better the lives of the poor and to create 
conditions were people can develop and facilitate a better living environment. According 
to Malpass and Murie (1990:297-298) housing policy is in itself inadequate due to the 
task of tackling the current housing crisis. The point here is that, although it is obviously 
important to create and implement good housing policies, it is also necessary to locate 
housing in the wider economic context.  
 
Through housing government want to develop communities to return to economic 
prosperity in the country as a whole, including the reduction in unemployment, which 
should have a considerable impact on the housing problem, but with unemployment and 
the housing backlog raising it is clear that housing policies are failing.  
 
Housing policies and strategies must be revised to ensure that housing development is 
successful and that the lives of the poor are improved. 
 
 
5.3.3 THE THIRD HYPOTHESIS 
 
The third hypothesis is that municipalities and construction organisations do not have 
sufficient capacity to deliver housing. The survey result and the literature review support 
this hypothesis. 
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Table 5.3.3 below indicate that the municipality and construction organisations do not 
have sufficient capacity to deliver housing, as most of the mean scores were above the 
midpoint of 3.00. Out of the mean scores, 12 out of the 18 questions supported the 
Hypothesis, and 5 were inconclusive.  
  
Table 5.3.3: Analysis of results to test hypothesis three. 
Aspect  
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As per Act 107 of 1997, municipalities in the 
Eastern Cape do not get the necessary 
support from Provincial Government.  
2.71 Table 4.6.1  x  
The Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM) 
does not have the necessary capacity to 
deliver low-income housing. 
3.21 Table 4.6.2 x   
The NMBM does not have full accreditation 
because of the lack of capacity.  
3.00 Table 4.6.3  x  
The fact that establishes contractors (WBHO, 
Grinaker, etc.) are not part of the housing 
delivery processes slow down housing 
delivery. 
3.57 Table 4.6.4 x   
New contractors involved with housing 
delivery, do not have the capacity to deliver 
low-income houses. 
4.00 Table 4.6.5 x   
The fact that most qualified artisans are 
reaching retirement age will have a negative 
effect on housing delivery. 
3.43 Table 4.6.6 x   
No systems are in place to capacitate 
employees of municipalities to deliver better 
quality work. 
3.42 Table 4.6.7 x   
A shortage of staff is the reason why 
municipalities do not have the capacity to 
deliver low-income housing. 
3.23 Table 4.6.8 x   
The fact that locally based people must be 
employed to develop their skills slow down 
housing delivery.  
3.61 Table 4.6.9 x   
Experience „white managers‟ made way for 
inexperienced „black managers‟ and this has 
left a void because there is no mentorship or 
training process in place for new managers in 
the housing delivery processes.  
3.00 Table 4.6.10  x  
The NMBM does not have full accreditation 
because of the lack of capacity. 
3.82 Table 4.6.11 x   
The lack of training facilities for artisans / 
tradesman affect quality and delivery of 
housing of low-income housing. 
4.32 Table 4.6.12 x   
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A number of houses in the Eastern Cape have 
to be fixed or re-built, because of unskilled 
people building them. 
4.25 Table 4.6.13 x   
Housing officials are not suitably educated for 
their positions. 
2.93 Table 4.6.14  x  
People tendering to build new housing projects 
do not need experience or qualifications to 
tender. 
2.18 Table 4.6.15   x 
Housing delivery at municipality level is slow. 3.89 Table 4.6.16 x   
In Nelson Mandela Bay, many of the housing 
projects are on hold because contractors do 
not fulfil their contractual obligations. 
3.89 Table 4.6.17 x   
If you agree that some projects are placed on 
hold, in your opinion, what percentage of 
projects is on hold. 
2.30 Table 4.6.17.1  x  
Total    12 5 1 
 
The survey result and the literature review indicate that municipalities do not have 
sufficient capacity to deliver housing, as most of the mean scores were above the 
midpoint of 3.00. Out of the mean scores, 12 out of the 18 questions supported the 
Hypothesis, 5 were inconclusive and 1 did not support the hypothesis. 
 
One of the key factors that influence the delivery of housing is the capability of 
municipalities, or the capacity of their employees and the workforce (contractors and 
artisans) in the area that will determine how successful housing in that municipal area 
will be. According to a Democratic Alliance councillor (Andrew Gibbon) at the Nelson 
Mandela Bay municipality, who was a former Port Elizabeth municipal director of 
housing (2005) stated in the Herald Newspaper under the heading “Way behind in 
housing delivery” that the interference from political parties, inadequate skills and 
planning, are the main causes of the housing delivery crisis in the Nelson Mandela Bay. 
 
The a former president, Mr Mbeki also stated on the 5th of November 2004 at the 
National Council of Provinces in Kwa-Zulu Natal, that many people‟s lives has been 
improved since 1994, but there are still challenges that need to be addressed, one of 
them is that municipalities who are central to the implementation of government policies 
do not have the necessary capacity. 
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In the Eastern Cape, the Government is busy with rectification of many houses as a 
result that unskilled labour is used to build low-income houses, as the profit margins are 
to low in this field and that the number of artisans who is reaching retirement is high. 
According to a Housing manager at the Nelson Mandela Bay municipality) state on 
BuaNews Online (30 January 2007) one of the biggest challenges when it comes to 
housing delivery is that establish organisations in the construction industry, do not want 
to get involved in low-income housing. 
 
For Housing delivery to be successful, government have to address capacity in 
municipalities and other government departments and also ensure that there are 
training in place for artisans and skilled workers to come through to improve the quality 
of construction work. 
 
 
5.3.4 THE FOURTH HYPOTHESIS 
 
The fourth hypothesis is that low-income housing delivery is slow due to inadequate 
housing processes. The survey result and the literature review support this hypothesis. 
 
Table 5.3.4 below indicate that low-income housing delivery is slow due to inadequate 
housing processes, as most of the mean scores were above the midpoint of 3.00. Out of 
the mean scores, 21 out of the 25 questions supported the Hypothesis, and 3 were 
inconclusive.  
 
Table 5.3.4: Analysis of results to test hypothesis four. 
Aspect  
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Adequate housing processes are needed for 
housing delivery to be a success. 
4.67 Table 4.7.1 x   
Municipalities do not follow proper housing 
processes. 
3.42 Table 4.7.2  x  
NMBM does not provide consumer education 3.20 Table 4.7.3  x  
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to beneficiaries. 
NMBM does not enrol project with the NHBRC. 2.48 Table 4.7.4   x 
Communication among stakeholders is 
adequate. 
3.81 Table 4.7.5 x   
NMBM ensures that Environmental Impact 
Assessments (EIAs) are done on all housing 
projects. 
4.14 Table 4.7.6 x   
Large scale delivery must be facilitated by 
NMBM. 
4.04 Table 4.7.7 x   
Municipalities must ensure that housing 
processes are managed adequately. 
4.54 Table 4.7.8 x   
All three spheres of government do not have a 
housing maintenance process in place  
4.17 Table 4.7.9 x   
Beneficiaries of low-income houses cannot 
afford to maintain their houses. 
4.11 Table 4.7.10 x   
Unemployed people sell their houses to make 
money and move back to informal settlements. 
4.25 Table 4.7.11 x   
The number of informal settlements 
determines the success of adequate 
management of housing processes. 
3.33 Table 4.7.12 x   
All participants in housing delivery maximise 
effectiveness and efficiency in all the 
processes and systems and the utilisation of 
resources. 
3.04 Table 4.7.13  x  
The SA Government will succeed in providing 
houses for all by 2014. 
2.04 Table 4.7.14 x   
Administrative processes and systems are 
important for housing delivery. 
4.61 Table 4.7.15 x   
Legal processes and systems are important for 
housing delivery. 
4.43 Table 4.7.16 x   
Educational processes and systems are 
important for housing delivery. 
4.68 Table 4.7.17 x   
Social processes and systems are important 
for housing delivery. 
4.32 Table 4.7.18 x   
Economic development processes and 
systems are important for housing delivery. 
4.57 Table 4.7.19 x   
Infrastructure development processes and 
systems are important for housing delivery. 
4.75 Table 4.7.20 x   
Environmental protection processes and 
systems are important for housing delivery. 
4.36 Table 4.7.21 x   
House construction processes and systems 
are important for housing delivery. 
4.71 Table 4.7.22 x   
Information and Communication processes 
and systems are important for housing 
delivery. 
4.57 Table 4.7.23 x   
Policy and Strategy processes and systems 
are important for housing delivery. 
4.64 Table 4.7.24 x   
Maintenance processes and systems are 
important for housing delivery. 
4.32 Table 4.7.25 x   
Total   21 3 1 
 
The survey result and the literature review indicate that low-income housing delivery is 
slow due to inadequate management of housing processes, as most of the mean scores 
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were above the midpoint of 3.00. Out of the mean scores, 21 out of the 25 questions 
supported the Hypothesis, 3 were inconclusive and 1 did not support the hypothesis. 
 
If government want to succeed in housing delivery, adequate housing processes are 
needed. According to Van Wyk and Crofton (2005:3) all participants in housing delivery 
have a primary role to fulfil in housing processes, in order to maximise effectiveness 
and efficiency in all the housing processes and systems and the use of resources. 
 
It is clear that in the Nelson Mandela bay area, those beneficiaries do not get educated 
on their rights as new home owner or that there are not any maintenance processes in 
place to ensure that houses do not deteriorate and those low-income areas is 
environmentally friendly and healthy. There are also no communication systems in 
place where beneficiaries can check how far in the processes there application is. 
Beneficiaries are also not involve from the start to make them feel that they own the 
process and to may improve finishes if they can afford to do so. 
 
Government have to revise policies and strategies in order for housing processes to be 
adequate, must also ensure that municipalities are capacitated and that artisans are 
trained, and that there is no duplication in roles between the three spheres of 
government.  
 
The literature review and survey results show that there is a problem in that; 
Government does not fulfil its obligations to provide adequate housing to all it 
citizens, as stated in the Constitution and Housing Code, because housing 
delivery at municipal level is too slow, and secondly the hypothesis is correct in 
stating; Low-income housing delivery at municipal level is slow, relative to 
people’s needs and the targets set by government. 
 
The literature review show that the housing backlog and unemployment is growing, as a 
result of government not succeeding in there target set to build 350 000 houses per 
year as per housing policies. The study also showed that housing that is delivered is not 
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adequate, as per the Constitution, Section 26, in that infrastructure both physically and 
socially lacks in housing projects, as government only concentrated on quantity than on 
quality also. Governments wanted to improve peoples lives through housing delivery, 
but with lack of capacity both at government level and in the construction industry, 
government is not succeeding.  
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5.4 CONCLUSION 
 
The researcher wanted to establish if the rate at which municipalities deliver low-income 
houses are slow. The results of the survey and the literature review show that the SA 
Government do not succeed in the process of delivering adequate housing as per the 
Constitution of South Africa. It has not fully accomplished its objectives, as required in 
the constitution and policies relating to infrastructure (social and physical) and housing 
delivery. 
 
Government has a phenomenal challenge and there are many factors that need to be 
considered, like the lack of capacity, officials not understanding or knowing housing 
policies and the fact that different spheres of government implement policies differently 
causes problems and influence the success of housing delivery. To implement policies 
and processes adequately, which will result in successful housing delivery, proper 
communication and interaction between stakeholders are needed and all three spheres 
of government must have full capacity of experience officials that understand all housing 
processes. 
 
In conclusion, the researcher believes that for housing delivery and other services to be 
speeded up at municipality level, the Municipal Systems Act must change to the pre-
1994 system, where mayors do not manage municipalities and that politicians do not 
have the final say how a municipality is managed. Municipalities must be capacitated 
and communication with all stakeholders must improve. Government must also start 
delivering houses to middle-income groups, as they normally work for government; like 
teachers, municipal workers and those in the medical field. Government must also look 
at renting out houses, rather than giving houses to beneficiaries that cannot maintain 
these houses and secondly do not appreciate it as they received it for free.  
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5.5 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The following recommendations can be made after reviewing the results of the survey 
and the literature. 
 
 That the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality should concentrate on social 
infrastructure. It is important for the development of low-income communities and 
the successful delivery of adequate housing as prescribed in the Constitution of 
South Africa that social infrastructure be addressed.  
 
 The housing backlog must be addressed for housing delivery to be successful. It 
is recommended that government must deal with the backlog through social 
housing projects and by giving tax relieve or some other from of reward, to 
encourage private organisations to help with housing delivery 
 
 All municipalities should be capacitated to get full accreditation, to receive 
funding from the National Government directly and to put them in control of 
housing delivery in there municipal areas.  Provincial governments must act as 
auditors on behalf of the National Government to prevent duplication of services. 
 
 Beneficiaries of low-income houses should be educated on there rights and 
responsibilities, before they receive their new houses, as most of them will be 
first time homeowners. Secondly, they also need to be educated on maintaining 
these houses.  
 
 Beneficiaries of low-income houses should not own these houses, but the 
houses must be given on a rent to own bases for beneficiaries to get used to 
paying for services. Through this system municipalities can still maintain these 
houses. This will also prevent houses being sold to make money and will help 
prevent corruption.  
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 Training facilities for artisans in should be provided in each province to ensure 
that the building standards are maintained, as most of the artisans are nearing 
retirement age. The private sector should also assist with the training of artisans. 
Special programs to develop and skill unemployed people living in the low 
income communities can also help to ensure that some of them can in future get 
houses the more conventional way and contribute to the economy. 
 
 It is recommended that Information Technology systems must be used to 
communicate with beneficiaries and stakeholders. This can be used to prevent 
corruption and to show beneficiaries were in the process there application is. 
This can also be used to plan and implement housing projects. 
 
 The municipality must educate the residents about low-income housing and 
implement the strategy where houses are built from low-income housing to 
middle income housing to more advantage housing, to prevent the problem, 
where wealthy / advantaged communities object to the placing of low-income 
housing near to their areas on the ground of property devaluation and / or 
environmental concern.   
 
 In the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality area, there are also many old buildings 
vacant that can be used for lower to middle-income housing. Residents of these 
units will be in the central business district and will not have to travel to work, 
shops, or schools.  Physical and social infrastructure exists in this area. As 
location is also important in the development of low-income communities, these 
building are ideal to reduce the backlog and develop these communities. 
 
 The three spheres of governments role must clearly be defiant and housing 
processes simplified, so that housing officials understand and adequately 
implement it.  
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ANNEXURE 1 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE DELIVERY OF LOW-INCOME HOUSING BY 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
 
Please respond to this questionnaire in an honest manner and provide any information that will 
contribute to the investigation into delivery of low-income housing by Local Government. 
 
 
Respondent‟s Name and surname (not compulsory): ……………….……………………………….. 
 
Organisation represented: …………………………………………………..…………………………… 
 
Position in organisation: ……………………………………………………….……………………….... 
 
Number of years of experience in Housing: …………………………………….……………………... 
 
Age: ………………… 
 
Formal qualifications: ……….……………………………………………………………………………. 
 
SECTION 1 – Lack of Land and Infrastructure (Physical and Social) 
 
ON A SCALE OF 1 TO 5 PLEASE INDICATE YOUR PREFERENCE 
(Kindly complete the entire questionnaire by highlighting or placing an X in the box of your choice.   
 
Please use the scale of 1-5 in which (1 = strongly disagree           5 = strongly agree), 
 
No Aspect / Level 
U
n
s
u
re
 
1 2 3 4 5 
1.1 
Nelson Mandela Bay Municipalities (NMBM) do not own land to 
develop for housing 
      
1.2 
The land that NMBM own or that is available in most situations are far 
from the Central Business District (CBD) 
      
1.3 
The land is earmarked for Industrial land, or it does not have the 
necessary infrastructure to build houses on. 
      
1.4 
The shortage of land hampers the development of low income 
housing close to services and other amities. 
      
1.5 The cost of privately owned land is high.       
1.6 Land is a critical component of the housing delivery process.       
1.7 
A problem that municipalities face, is that wealthy / advantaged 
communities object to the placing of low-income housing near to their 
areas on the ground of property devaluation and / or environmental 
concerns 
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1.8 Physical infrastructure and services support housing development.       
1.9 
Without infrastructure, the living conditions of the poor / people living 
in low income areas, will not improve. 
      
1.10 
The main role of municipalities in delivering housing is to provide land 
and bulk infrastructure for low-income housing. 
      
1.11 
The housing backlog makes it difficult to keep up with the demand for 
low income housing. 
      
1.12 
Social structures are needed to create sustainable and functional 
communities. 
      
1.13 
The Local and Provincial Government focus more on the delivery of 
physical infrastructure, than on social development. 
      
1.14 Infrastructure is an important part of adequate housing delivery.       
1.15 
The Local Government does not succeed in their obligation to provide 
adequate housing. 
      
1.16 
The slow housing and service delivery proves that the SA 
Government is failing in its responsibility to provide adequate housing 
for low-income people. 
      
1.18 
The fact that Government does not own land, hamper the 
development of low income housing close to services and well 
located sites. 
      
1.19 
The high cost of privately own land, hamper the development of low 
income housing close to services and well located sites. 
      
  
 
1.20 In your opinion, to what percentage is physical infrastructure for low-income houses provided in 
Nelson Mandela Bay.   
 
% intervals 1 - 20 21 – 40 41 - 60 61 - 80 81 – 100 
 
1.20.1 In your opinion to what percentage is social infrastructure for low-income houses provided in 
Nelson Mandela Bay.  
 
% intervals 1 - 20 21 – 40 41 - 60 61 - 80 81 – 100 
 
1.21 What percentage of people living in low income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipal 
area, has basic infrastructure (water, sanitation, electricity, waste management) 
 
 
1.21.1 % intervals for water 1 – 20 21 - 40 41 – 60 61 – 80 80 – 100 
1.21.2 % intervals for sanitation 1 – 20 21 - 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 80 – 100 
1.21.3 % intervals for electricity 1 – 20 21 - 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 80 – 100 
1.21.4 % intervals for waste management 1 – 20 21 - 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 80 – 100 
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1.21.1 What percentage of people living in low income housing in the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipal 
area, has basic social infrastructure (roads, schools, health care services, sport fields) 
 
 
SECTION 2 – Inadequate implementation of Housing Policies and Strategies 
 
Please use the scale of 1-5 in which 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree  
 
No Aspect / Level 
U
n
s
u
re
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.1 
The pre-1994 government left a phenomenal housing backlog in 
South Africa. 
      
2.2 
The slow housing delivery since 1994 (less then 350 000 houses per 
year) contributes to the housing backlog. 
      
2.3 
The large number of informal settlements reflects the failure of 
housing policy implementation. 
      
2.4 
Multiplicity and duplication of legislation have a negative effect on 
housing delivery? 
      
2.5 
For housing policies to be successfully implemented by 
municipalities, it must form part of the Integrated Development Plan. 
      
2.6 
The Integrated Development Plan is the local government 
(municipalities) main instrument to reduce poverty. 
      
2.7 
Housing policies and strategies cannot be properly implemented due 
to the fact that the housing departments at municipal level do not get 
the necessary support from other departments. 
      
2.8 
The fact that the Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality do not have full 
accreditation slows down housing delivery. 
      
2.9 
The lack of a coherent overall housing strategy contributes to 
confusion and breakdown in delivery? 
      
2.10 The „Breaking New Ground‟ policies will help to speed up delivery?       
2.11 Unemployment and the housing backlog are rising.       
2.12 Municipal housing departments lose track of policies.       
2.13 Municipal employees do not understand or know the housing policy.       
2.14 The shrinking size of households increases the demand for housing.       
2.15 Inflation is another reason why housing policies fail.       
1.22.1 % intervals for roads 1 – 20 21 – 40 41 – 60 61 – 80 80 – 100 
1.22.2 % intervals for schools 1 – 20 21 – 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 80 – 100 
1.22.3 % intervals for health care services 1 – 20 21 – 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 80 – 100 
1.22.4 % intervals for sport fields 1 – 20 21 – 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 80 – 100 
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2.16 
It is more and more difficult for low to middle income people to get 
houses in the conventional way (in the private market). 
      
2.17 
Poor planning is the cause for inadequate implementation housing 
policies and strategies. 
      
 
2.18 Housing policies are not implemented adequately. 
 
Yes  No  Unsure  
 
2.19 Are municipalities‟ suitable organizations to deliver housing? 
 
Yes  No  Unsure  
 
2.19.1   Please explain your response to the previous question (question 2.18). 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
SECTION 3 – Lack of capacity or artisans / skilled workers in municipalities and  
   construction organizations                    
 
 Please use the scale of 1-5 in which (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree) 
 
No Aspect / Level 
U
n
s
u
re
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.1 
As per the Housing Act, Act 107 of 1997, municipalities in the Eastern 
Cape do not get the necessary support from Provincial Government. 
      
3.2 
The Nelson Mandela Bay Municipality (NMBM) does not have the 
necessary capacity to delivery low income housing. 
      
3.3 
The NMBM does not have full accreditation because of a lack of 
capacity. 
      
3.4 
The fact that established contractors (WBHO, Griniker, etc.) are not 
part of the housing delivery processes slows down delivery. 
      
3.5 
New contractors involved with housing delivery, do not have the 
capacity to deliver low income houses. 
      
3.6 
The fact that most qualified artisans are reaching retirement age, will 
have a negative effect on housing delivery. 
      
3.7 
No systems are in place to capacitate employees of municipalities to 
deliver better quality work. 
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3.8 
A shortage of staff is the reason why municipalities do not have the 
capacity to deliver low-income housing. 
      
3.9 
The fact that locally based people must be employed to develop their 
skills, slows down housing delivery. 
      
3.10 
Experienced „white managers‟ made way for inexperienced „black 
managers‟, and this has left a void because there is no mentorship or 
training process in place for new managers in the housing delivery 
processes 
      
3.11 Political interference have a negative influence on housing delivery       
3.12 
The lack of training facilities  for artisans / tradesmen affect quality 
and delivery of low income housing, 
      
3.13 
A lot of houses in the Eastern Cape have to be fixed or re-built, 
because of unskilled people building them. 
      
3.14 Housing officials are not suitably educated for their positions.       
3.15 
People tendering to build new housing projects do not need 
experience or qualifications to tender. 
      
3.16 Housing delivery at municipality level is slow.       
3.17 
In the Nelson Mandela Bay, many of the housing projects are on hold 
because contractors do not fulfil their contractual obligations. 
      
 
3.17.1 If you agree that some projects are on hold, in your opinion what percentage of projects are on 
            hold? 
 
% intervals 1 - 20 21 – 40 41 – 60 61 - 80 81 – 100 
 
3.18 What can be done to capacitate municipalities, to improve low-income housing delivery? 
 
 
18.7.1 Please specify. 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
3.18.1 Provide training  
3.18.2 Employ more staff  
3.18.3 Appoint established contractors  
3.18.4 Implement a mentorship scheme (s)  
3.18.5 Re-appoint experienced people  
3.18.6 Provide financial support to students  
3.18.7 Other (please specify)  
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SECTION 4 – Inadequate management of the housing processes 
 
Please use the scale of 1-5 in which (1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree) 
 
No Aspect / Level 
U
n
s
u
re
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.1 
Adequate housing processes are needed for housing delivery to be a 
success. 
      
4.2 Municipalities do not follow proper housing processes.       
4.3 NMBM do not provide consumer education to beneficiaries.       
4.4 NMBM do not enrol projects with the NHBRC.       
4.5 Communication among stakeholders is inadequate.       
4.6 
NMBM ensures that Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) are 
done on all housing projects. 
      
4.7 Large scale delivery must be facilitated by NMBM.       
4.8 
Municipalities must ensure that housing processes are managed 
adequately. 
      
4.9 
All three spheres of government do not have a housing maintenance 
process in place. 
      
4.10 
Beneficiaries of low income houses cannot afford to maintain their 
houses. 
      
4.11 
Unemployed people sell their houses to make money and move back 
to informal settlements. 
      
4.12 
The number of informal settlements determines the success of 
adequate management of housing processes. 
      
4.13 
All participants in housing delivery maximize effectiveness and 
efficiency in all the processes and systems and the utilization of 
resources. 
      
4.14 The SA Government will succeed in providing houses for all by 2014.       
4.15 
Administrative processes and systems are important for housing 
delivery. 
      
4.16 Legal processes and systems are important for housing delivery.       
4.17 
Educational processes and systems are important for housing 
delivery. 
      
4.18 
Social development processes and systems are important for 
housing delivery. 
      
4.19 
Economic development processes and systems are important for 
housing delivery. 
      
4.20 
Infrastructure development processes and systems are important for 
housing delivery. 
      
4.21 
Environmental protection processes and systems are important for 
housing delivery. 
      
4.22 
House construction processes and systems are important for housing 
delivery. 
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4.23 
Information and Communication processes and systems are 
important for housing delivery. 
      
4.24 
Policy and strategy processes and systems are important for housing 
delivery. 
      
4.25 
Maintenance processes and systems are important for housing 
delivery. 
      
 
4.26 Please specify if there are other processes and systems that you think are also important. 
 
…………………………………………………………….…………………………………………………………… 
 
…………………………………………………………….…………………………………………………………… 
 
…………………………………………………………….…………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………….………………………………………………………… 
 
………………………………………………………………….……………………………………………………… 
 
5. WOULD YOU LIKE TO RECEIVE A COPY OF THE FINDINGS OF THIS RESEARCH? 
 
Yes  No  
 
6.  IF “YES”, PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR CONTACT PARTICULARS: 
 
Telephone   …………….                                                
 
Fax    ………………………………………………….. 
 
Name  ………………………………….………….………………………………………………………………….. 
 
Address    ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
…………………………………………..…………………………..………………………………………………….. 
 
E-mail address  ……..…………………………………………… 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation!! 
